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INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Our society, and particularly the student subculture, is 
currently experiencing a tremendous concern and emphasis upon 
affective as opposed to cognitive phenomena. This emphasis is 
evident in the current popularity of encounter groups, sensi­
tivity training, and writers such as Sartre and Camus (Mills, 
1971). 
This cultural concern with affective phenomena has also 
been evident in the behavioral sciences. As an example, we 
have recently witnessed the emergence of humanistic psychology 
as a major orientation to the study of man. This "third force" 
in psychology places heavy reliance upon the phenomenological 
orientation and seeks to study the personal meaning which the 
individual attaches to his perceptions of events (Hamachek, 
1971). 
In the area of counseling psychology, the recent applica­
tion of existential philosophy through existential counseling 
is another example of the recent emphasis on the affective 
domain. As Kemp (1971) points out in a recent exposition of 
this approach to counseling, the existential counselor is 
primarily concerned with the meaning of an experience to a 
counselee and secondarily concerned with the experience itself. 
As is true with many good ideas, this focus on man's 
perception of his experiences is not new to psychology. As 
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MacLeod (1969) notes, one only has to read William James 
(1890) to observe the extent to which he anticipated the 
modern phenomenological focus. Similarly, one of the earliest 
and most influential proponents of a phenomenological approach 
to counseling is Carl Rogers, who developed the client-
centered theory of counseling (1951, 1961). 
Within this phenomenological framework, the attitude or 
perception of a client about the counseling he received should 
be an important variable. Another way of characterizing this 
variable is by referring to the client's satisfaction with 
counseling he has received. It is this variable of client 
satisfaction with which the present study was mainly concerned. 
The extent to which client satisfaction is an appropriate 
method for evaluating counseling effectiveness has been a 
matter of some discussion for many years. Williamson and 
Darley (19 37) listed student satisfaction as one possible 
criterion for evaluating college guidance work and commented 
that "Much could be said in favor of this criterion... (p. 250)." 
Williamson and Bordin (1941) also expressed the opinion that 
satisfaction of the student was deemed to be a desirable out­
come of counseling, and at the same time warned that this 
variable has many weaknesses. 
One specific weakness with using client satisfaction as a 
criterion was pointed out by Hathaway (1948). He noted the 
tendency of clients to say nice things in evaluating their 
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counseling, whether or not these things were true, and he 
labeled this tendency the "good-bye effect." He cautioned 
researchers to be aware of the possible distortion of high 
ratings of satisfaction as a result of this "good-bye effect." 
Another author who was critical of the use of satisfac­
tion as a criterion was Travers (1949). After reviewing three 
studies which used student satisfaction with counseling as an 
evaluative criterion, he commented "...it can hardly be con­
ceded that feelings of satisfaction with counseling can be 
considered either a major goal of the procedure or evidence of 
its success (p. 216)." 
A different conclusion was reached by Barahal, Brammer, 
and Shostrom (1950) as a result of a study they conducted. 
These authors concluded that "Client satisfaction (manifested 
through feeling tone and evaluation interview comments) 
appears to be a valid criterion for evaluating counseling... 
(p. 259)." 
CrDea and Zeran (IS53) found, in response to a mailed 
opinionnaire to Counseling and Guidance specialists regarding 
counseling evaluation criteria,- that counselee satisfaction 
was listed by the respondents as the most useful and most 
acceptable criterion for evaluating the effects of counseling. 
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Similarly, Rushong (1953) comments: 
"Student satisfaction with counseling has been 
criticized severely as not being evidence of the 
desirability of counseling. It would seem to the 
writer, however, that unless the client is satisfied 
to some degree, one could not consider the counseling 
process any great success. True, the fact that the 
counselee feels satisfied is far from conclusive 
evidence that the counseling procedures are adequate. 
Nevertheless, it is one of the many criteria that can 
and should be used in the evaluation process (p. 428)." 
Berdie (1957) also argues for the importance of client 
satisfaction when he states : 
"Presumably all counselors are aware of the 
constant need to evaluate the effectiveness of their 
work but less attention has been given to the 
important problem...(of)...the attitudes of counrelees 
toward counseling as expressed by their satisfaction 
with the service (p. 281)." 
Patterson (1958), while not arguing against the usefulness 
of client perceptions, discusses the implications of several 
studies on client satisfaction and presents his view that 
making the client satisfied should not be one of the major 
goals of the counselor. 
In response to Patterson's (1958) article, Goodstein and 
Grigg (1959) defend the use of client satisfaction as a 
criterion measure in remarking that: 
"The point...is not that client satisfaction 
per se is the goal of counseling nor that other 
criterion measures are unimportant,- but rather the 
implication is that client satisfaction is one 
important factor in any multifactor approach to the 
problem of effectiveness of counseling. Continual 
observations of client satisfactions and dissatis­
factions seem necessary in order to fully actualize 
the potential effectiveness of counseling (p. 20)." 
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Along the same vein, Robinson (1961) states: 
"...client opinion has been a neglected source of 
evaluating counselor techniques and impressions. While 
clients are not as sophisticated in noting counselor 
methods as are supervisors, the client knows better 
how he has reacted to the counselor (p. 222)." 
Robinson goes on, however, to point out that when client 
satisfaction becomes the only criterion "it probably represents 
too much emphasis (p. 223)." 
Finally, in a more recent discussion of possible criteria 
for evaluating counseling effectiveness, Tyler (1969) describes 
some of the arguments both for and against the use of client 
attitudes or perceptions, but concludes "Although we have 
questioned whether client attitude is a sufficient criterion 
of counseling effectiveness, it merits some consideration as a 
partial criterion (p. 220)." 
In summarizing these comments, it is recognized that 
there are weaknesses and disadvantages of client satisfaction 
as an outcome variable, and it is generally advocated that it 
not serve as the sole criterion for the effectiveness of 
counseling. Still, it is clear that client satisfaction as a 
partial criterion is generally believed to be a useful and 
meaningful variable. 
In surveying the literature for those studies which have 
used some measure of the client's attitudes or perceptions 
about the counseling received, it becomes obvious that a 
considerable number of these type of studies have been done 
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using a variety of subject populations. 
For example, the author located seven studies using high 
school student subjects (Gladstein, 1969; Hansen, 1968; Jenson, 
1955; Miller, 1952; Raplus, 1956; Schultz, 1963; Strowig & 
Sheets, 1967), three using veterans (Barnette, 1950; Gaudet, 
Carli & Dennegar, 1950; Glazer & England, 1949), three using 
psychotherapy outpatients (Feifel & Eells, 1963; Strupp, Fox 
& Lessler, 1969; Strupp, Wallach & Wogan, 1964), one using a 
group of civilian industrial employees (Anderson, 1949), one 
using Introductory Psychology college student volunteers 
responding to a simulated counseling session (Purich, 1970), 
and two using a combination of high school and adult counselees 
who received educational-vocational counseling or guidance 
(Mallars, 1968; Webster, 1942). In addition, five studies 
using college student subjects were located which simply 
assessed counselee satisfaction without relating it to other 
relevant variables (Blum & Sullivan, 1953; O'Dea & Zeran, 
1953; Paterson & Clark, 1943; Seeman, 1949; Young, 1955). 
In a majority of the above studies, the findings are 
that counselees are predominately satisfied with the service 
they received. In fact, for most of these studies between 75% 
and 90% report full or partial satisfaction with the service. 
The consistency in these figures, despite the variety of types 
of subjects represented, is striking. This consistency led 
Tyler (1969) to comment; 
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"The unanimity of the results in all these 
studies suggests that no more evidence of this over-all 
sort is needed to demonstrate that clients like 
counseling. It would seem more profitable to design 
research that would permit comparisons of sub-groups 
and identify factors related to degree of favorableness 
of reaction Cp. 221)." 
A considerable number of studies of the type suggested 
by Tyler (1969) have also been conducted, with client satis­
faction measures being related to several different variables. 
For example, a few of the variables which have been related to 
counselee satisfaction ratings are type of counseling method 
or technique (Barahal, Brammer & Shostrom, 1950; Forgy & Black, 
1954; Grigg & Goodstein, 1957; Mallars, 1968), vocational 
maturity of the counselee (Nelson, 1956), counselor and/or 
client expectations (Cundick, 1962; Gladstein, 1969; Hagebak, 
1968; Isard & Sherwood, 1964; Purich, 1970; Severinsen, 1966), 
counselor-client diagnostic agreement (Hurst, Weigel, Thatcher 
& Nyman, 1969), marital status and other selected character­
istics (Kramer, 1971), and personal versus general requests 
for client feedback (Kurst & Morrill. 1971). 
The other three major variables which have been investi­
gated in relation to client satisfaction, and those which were 
of the most interest for the present study, are nature of 
counselee problem (Gabbert, 1965; Gabbert, Ivey & Miller, 
1967; Ivey, Miller & Gabbert, 1968; Weigel, Cochenour & 
Russell, 1967), level of training or experience of the 
counselor (Graff & MacLean, 1970; Grigg, 1961; Ivey et al.. 
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1968; Zunker & Brown, 1966), and number of counseling inter­
views (Form, 1952, 1953a, 1953b, 1955; Gabbert, 1965; Gabbert 
et al., 1967; Grigg & Goodstein, 1957; Handy, 1963, Ivey 
et al., 1968; Porter, 1957; Rans, 1967; Weigel et al., 1967). 
Since these last three variables were of concern in the 
present study, it would be useful to describe in more detail 
some of the findings of the studies relative to them. 
The earliest investigation of any of these variables was 
carried out by Form (1952, 1953a, 1953b, 1955). In a study 
of both users and nonusers of counseling services, he measured 
student attitudes toward a college counseling center. He 
found that attitudes toward the counseling services became 
more favorable as the students gained more personal contact 
with the counseling center, but that when only users were con­
sidered, there was no significant relationship between the 
students' appraisal of the counseling center and the number of 
contacts they had had with the center. 
Concerning this variable of number of contacts, a contra­
dictory finding was presented by Porter (1957). He found, 
using clients who had been seen in a midwestern university 
counseling center, that the favorableness of satisfaction 
ratings by the clients was significantly related to the number 
of interviews. Specifically, higher satisfaction ratings were 
associated with increased numbers of interviews. 
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Grigg and Goodstein (1957) present findings which support 
those of Form's earlier studies (1952, 1953a, 1953b, 1955). 
Using a sample of terminated clients from a university coun­
seling service, they found no significant correlation between 
the attitude of clients about their counseling outcome and the 
length of time in counseling. 
Grigg (1961) carried out a study assessing the relation­
ship between client reports and level of experience of the 
counselor. The subjects in this study were 249 clients who 
had received either vocational-educational or personal coun­
seling at a university counseling center for two or more inter­
views. The counselors represented three different levels of 
experience. There were six Ph.D. staff counselors, six 
experienced trainees who had completed a year's internship in 
addition to earlier practicum experience, and four inexperi­
enced trainees who lacked both an internship and a year's 
part-time practicum experience. The majority of subjects in 
this study were asked to complete the rating questionnaire at 
the conclusion of their final interview. Those subjects who 
had terminated unexpectedly were contacted by phone or mail to 
solicit their cooperation. The results of this study indicated 
no significant differences among clients' ratings of favorabil-
ity of counseling outcome across the three levels of experience. 
In a study similar to Form's earlier studies (1952, 1953a, 
1953b, 1955), Handy (1963) assessed the change in clients' 
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expressed satisfaction with counseling as a result of actual 
counseling experience at the Iowa State University Student 
Counseling Service. His subjects included a sample (n =ICQ) of 
the general student population who had not received counseling 
and a sample of 41 students who had received vocational-
educational counseling for two or more interviews. His 
finding was that the attitudes of the counseled students 
became more favorable following personal experience with 
counseling, essentially replicating some of Form's findings. 
Three things in particular, however, need to be pointed 
out about this study. First of all, the counseled students 
used as subjects were only ones receiving vocational-
educational counseling. Although this was not true in Form's 
studies, it needs to be considered here as a possible source 
of bias. Secondly, counseled students who had only been seen 
for one interview were not included in this study. This 
introduces another potential source of bias since those 
students who were particularly dissatisfied may not have 
returned for a second interview. Finally, these results do 
not provide any evidence for greater satisfaction with an 
increased number of contacts. They simply indicate that 
students' attitudes became more favorable after actual coun­
seling experience than they were before any counseling experi­
ence. 
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Gabbert (1965) conducted the first study investigating 
the relationship between all three of the variables being 
presently considered (i.e. level of training, nature of the 
problem, and number of contacts) and client satisfaction. The 
subjects for this study were 405 students who had been seen in 
a university counseling center. The counselors included three 
Ph.D. staff members and a group of practicum students who were 
all lumped together under the designation "Counselor No. 4" 
(hence only two experience levels). In regard to the nature of 
the problem, she found no significant difference between the 
attitudes of personal-problem clients and clients who had 
vocational-educational problems. A second finding was that 
client attitudes became increasingly favorable as they were 
seen for more interviews (across problems). Finally, she 
found that clients who had been seen by different counselors 
differed significantly in their satisfaction with their coun­
seling experience, although there was no consistent trend 
favoring one experience level over the other, 
A problem in interpreting this latter finding is that, 
as mentioned above, the practicum student counselors were all 
lumped together in a group for the analysis, whereas each Ph.D. 
staff member was analyzed separately. This operation, 
especially in light of the resultant inconsistent trend, 
actually prevents any clear statement of the relationship 
between level of training and client satisfaction in this 
particular study= 
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However, the finding regarding the relationship between 
the number of counseling interviews and counselee satisfaction 
replicated Porter's earlier finding (1957). 
Zunker and Brown (1966) also investigated the relation­
ship between client attitude and experience level of the 
counselor. However, their study was concerned with college 
freshmen's evaluation of four sessions of academic adjustment 
guidance from either professional school counselors (M.S. 
level) or trained upperclassmen student counselors. Since in 
this study neither the counseling given nor the counselors 
used parallel those typically found in the college or uni­
versity counseling center setting (which was the main focus of 
the present study), the finding that the freshmen were more 
satisfied with the student counselors is not seen as being 
particularly relevant to the present investigation. 
In another study of attitudes of clients seen at the ISU 
Student Counseling Service, Rans (1967) assessed satisfaction 
of terminated clients who had received primarily educational-
vocational counseling for at least two interviews. She 
employed two different groups of subjects. One group con­
sisted of clients who had terminated counseling just prior to 
the time of the study (n = 38), while the second group consisted 
of clients who had terminated four to six months previously 
(n = 38). All nine counselors used in this study were Ph.D. 
staff members. She found that client satisfaction reported at 
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termination of counseling was significantly higher than satis­
faction reported four to six months after counseling had been 
terminated for those clients who had had more than four inter­
views. However, for those clients who had received two to 
four interviews, there was no significant difference between 
satisfaction reported at termination and that reported four to 
six months following termination. 
However, these results do not really shed any light on 
the relationship between reported client satisfaction and 
number of interviews since there is no indication that higher 
ratings are associated with either a greater or lesser number 
of contacts. Instead what these results indicate is simply 
that there is a greater difference between satisfaction ratings 
at the time of termination and four to six months later for 
clients who had received more than four interviews, than for 
clients who had received two to four interviews. It must also 
be kept in mind that the clients studied at termination were 
different clients froûi the ones studied four to six months 
after termination, so that no estimate of change in client 
attitude can be obtained here. Finally, another shortcoming 
of this study is the fact that clients seen for only one 
interview were not included in the sample, which is also one 
of the criticisms made of Handy's earlier study (1963). Just 
as in that case, here the exclusion of those clients intro­
duces some potential bias since it is very possible that many 
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of the most dissatisfied students were ones who were only seen 
for one interview (e.g. because they failed to return for a 
second interview as a result of their dissatisfaction). 
Weigel, Cochenour and Russell (1967) conducted a study of 
741 female clients who had been seen at the counseling service 
of a junior college (now a four-year college for women). 
Instead of using gross client satisfaction alone, these authors 
requested counselees to report specific positive and negative 
benefits resulting from their counseling as an additional 
criterion. These authors found that more positive responses 
were obtained from a group of clients with personal-emotional 
problems than from a group of clients with vocational-
educational problems, although both groups gave a majority of 
positive, responses. In addition, more positive responses and 
less negative responses were obtained from both groups as the 
number of counseling contacts increased. 
Another study which investigated client satisfaction as a 
function of diagnostic category (nature of the problem) and 
duration of counseling was done by Gabbert, Ivey and Miller 
(1967). The subjects for this study were 454 terminated 
counselees seen in a university counseling center, while the 
counselors used were three doctoral level staff plus five 
graduate students on practicum assignment who were all listed 
together as "Counselor No. 4." The first finding of this 
study was that clients with Personal-Psychological (PP) 
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problems had significantly different attitudes toward their 
counselors, but this was not the case for clients with 
Educational-Vocational (EV) problems. That is, there was a 
significant amount of variability within the group of clients 
with PP problems in their attitudes toward their counselors 
but an insignificant amount of this variability within the 
group of clients with EV problems. The authors concluded "It 
would appear that a distinction between EV and PP clients is 
valid (p. 133)." 
However, this author questions this conclusion for the 
simple reason that Gabbert et al. (1967) failed to present any 
evidence that there was any significant difference between the 
attitudes of EV and PP clients. As a matter of fact, they 
even comment in a footnote: 
"A single classification analysis of variance 
was completed comparing the attitudes of students seen 
for help with personal problems with those of students 
seen for aid with vocational-educational concerns. 
The resultant F was nonsignificant (p. 135)." 
SO; it appears that no significant relationship has been 
demonstrated in this study between satisfaction of PP clients 
and satisfaction of EV clients. 
A second finding from this study was that PP clients who 
had been seen for a greater number of contacts indicated more 
favorable attitudes toward counseling than PP clients who had 
been seen for a shorter period of time. Again, a similar 
result was not found for EV clients and no attempt was made to 
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assess the relationship between number of contacts and client 
attitude across diagnostic category. 
The third finding from this study was that there were 
significant differences in attitudes toward the four counselors, 
with EV and PP clients combined in this analysis. However, as 
was the case in the study by Gabbert (1965), there was no con­
sistent trend favoring either experience level of the coun­
selors. Here also, it appears that no clear statement can be 
made regarding the relationship between level of training of 
the counselor and client satisfaction in this particular study. 
Ivey, Miller and Gabbert (1968) attempted a replication 
and extension of the Gabbert et al. (1967) study. In this 
study the subjects consisted of counselees who had been seen 
during the following academic year in the same university 
counseling center as in the previous study (n = 695). The 
counselors in this replication included five doctoral level 
staff, five advanced graduate students (intern-level), and 
eight practicum students. The first finding of this replica­
tion was that clients seen for three or more contacts tended 
to report more positive attitudes toward counseling than 
clients seen for one or two interviews. This finding partially 
replicates a portion of the original study in that the 
original study found this relationship to be true for clients 
with personal problems, but not for clients with educational-
vocational problems. As noted earlier, however, the original 
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study did not analyze this variable for the total counseled 
group, while the replication did perform such an analysis, 
upon which they based their finding. 
Secondly, the replication study found that the attitudes 
of personal problem and educational-vocational problem clients 
were not significantly different. Although the authors seem 
to feel this is a different finding from the related one in 
the earlier study, the present author disagrees and feels that 
it neither confirms nor denies the finding reported in the 
body of the earlier paper, while it actually replicates the 
finding reported in their footnote. 
The last finding from this study was that the more 
experienced Ph.D. level counselors received significantly 
higher satisfaction ratings than either intern-level or 
practicum student counselors. Again, this finding neither 
confirms nor denies the related finding in the original study 
due to the different type of analyses which were used. As 
with the variable of nuinber of interviews, the analysis of 
this variable in the replication was done using the total 
counseled group and the total counselor group, whereas the 
original study only analyzed for differences in satisfaction 
among individual counselors without considering level of 
experience in the analysis. 
The most recent study of any of these three variables is 
one by Graff and MacLean (1970) . These researchers sampled 
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clients who had received vocational-educational counseling in 
a university counseling and testing center (n = 294) . There 
were twenty eight counselors involved, including nine at the 
doctoral level, six at the intern level (advanced trainees 
completing their doctoral work), and thirteen at the practicum 
level (graduate students at the master's level). The results 
of this study indicated that the majority of clients who had 
been seen by Ph.D. staff or advanced trainees rated their 
counseling experience positively. However, a large percentage 
of the counselees who had been seen by practicum students 
rated their counseling experience negatively. 
In looking over these results and their possible inter­
pretation, there are two cautions which this author would like 
to point out. First of all, only clients who had received 
educational-vocational counseling were used in this study. This 
prevents any accurate generalization of the results to those 
clients who are seen for assistance with personal problems. 
Secondly,- the data were not analyzed to determine the 
statistical significance of any of the differences. Instead, 
only percentages were reported. Although the differences in 
percentages appear to be statistically significant, the extent 
of significance of these results was not reported. 
At this point it would be helpful to briefly summarize 
the results of these studies relating client satisfaction to 
number of contacts, level of experience of the counselor, and 
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nature of the problem. First of all, although Form (1952, 
1953a, 1953b, 1955) and Grigg and Goodstein (1957) present 
contradictory results, the majority of the evidence appears to 
support the finding that client satisfaction ratings become 
more favorable as the number of counseling interviews increases 
(Gabbert, 1965; Gabbert et al., 1967; Ivey et al., 1968; 
Porter, 1957; Weigel et al., 1967). 
Regarding the experience level of the counselor, the 
findings are far from conclusive. One study found no signifi­
cant difference in attitudes for three different levels of 
experience (Grigg, 1961), one found Ph.D. level staff received 
higher ratings than intern or practicum level staff (Ivey 
et al., 1968), while one study found Ph.D. and intern level 
staff received greater satisfaction ratings than practicum 
level staff (Graff & MacLean, 1970) . It seems evident that 
the relationship between level of experience or training of 
the counselor and client satisfaction is not clearly estab­
lished (or even if there is any relationship). 
Finally, although Weigel, Cochenour and Russell (1967) 
present results indicating that clients with Personal-Emotional 
problems gave more positive ratings than did clients with 
Vocational-Educational problems, the other studies investi­
gating this variable have found no significant differences 
between client attitudes and the nature of the problem (Gabbert, 
1965; Gabbert et al., 1967; Ivey et al., 1968). Again, no 
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accurate conclusion can be reached yet, but the trend of these 
studies seems to indicate little relationship between the 
nature of the problem and client satisfaction. 
Now that the variables which have been investigated in 
relation to client satisfaction have been discussed, are there 
other variables which may also be of interest in relation to 
client satisfaction? There are two additional variables in 
particular which this author feels are important and with which 
the present study was concerned. They are the reason for 
termination and the level of general college satisfaction. To 
begin with, it may seem obvious that there is a relationship 
between client satisfaction and reason for termination; but is 
this the case, and if so, what is the nature of that relation­
ship? For example, it may be possible that clients who are 
extremely satisfied after a certain number of sessions fail to 
return because they don't feel the need for further help, just 
as clients who are very dissatisfied may not return because of 
their dissatisfaction. At any rate, this variable has not been 
investigated previously (at least in relation to client satis­
faction) and its relationship to client satisfaction was of 
interest in the present study. 
The second variable which has not been previously related 
CO client satisfaction and which also could provide some 
interesting information is that of college student satisfac­
tion in general. As Betz, Klingensmith and Menne (1970) point 
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out, "College student satisfaction...is one of the least 
investigated variables in the college setting (p. 1) •" This 
variable would appear to be extremely important, particularly 
with the recent sensitization of college faculty and admini­
strators to the attitudes of their students toward the college 
or university. Because of this importance and also the desire 
to investigate its relationship to satisfaction with coun­
seling, this variable was also incorporated in this study. 
Before concluding this review of the literature, the 
author would like to elaborate somewhat on the theoretical 
framework which was used for this study. As mentioned earlier, 
Carl Rogers' client-centered theory (1951, 1961) was one of 
the earliest and most influential phenomenological approaches 
to counseling. This theory accepts or adopts a phenomeno­
logical point of view in emphasizing the internal frame of 
reference or subjective world of the client. Hence, the theory 
emphasizes that "...it is the perception which the client has 
of the therapist that is important, not what the therapist 
actually is or may be trying to be (Patterson, 1966, p. 433)." 
Patterson (1966) also states; 
"The client's perception of the process is 
important, since it is upon his perception of the 
experience and of the counselor's personality, attitudes, 
and techniques that therapeutic change depends (p. 415)." 
Along the same line, Rogers (1951) remarks "The centrality 
of the client's perception of the interviews has forced itself 
upon our recognition Cp. 65)." He further comments: 
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"The way in which the client perceives or 
experiences the interviews is a field of inquiry which 
is new and in which the data are very limited... It 
is an area which appears to have great future 
significance...Cp. 65)." 
The importance of the client's perceptions or attitudes 
within this theoretical framework is clear from the above 
statements. However, to what extent has this variable been 
previously investigated as it relates to the client-centered 
theory? 
A survey of the literature reveals that from this theo­
retical standpoint, client perceptions have almost exclusively 
been investigated in relation to the presence or absence of 
the "necessary and sufficient conditions of therapeutic 
personality change." In other words, the theory maintains 
that certain conditions should be provided by the therapist or 
counselor and are essential for the growth of personality in 
the counseling relationship. The main focus of this theory's 
research using client perceptions has been to measure the 
client's perception of these therapist conditions or attitudes. 
Representative studies in this area include Barrett-Lennard 
(1962), Harrington (1961), and van der Veen (1970). 
Aside from these studies and this general area of research 
however, the author could locate no studies dealing with client 
satisfaction with counseling conducted from within the client-
centered theoretical framework. Considering the importance 
placed on the client's perceptions by this theory, such an 
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investigation relative to this theoretical approach seems to 
be in order. The present study was such an investigation. 
It was from this groundwork of the client-centered theory 
of counseling plus the previous research relating client 
satisfaction to several variables that this study derived its 
impetus. Specifically, this study assessed the degree of 
relationship between a measure of client satisfaction and a 
number of relevant variables, including level of training or 
experience of the counselor, nature of the problem, number of 
counseling contacts, reason for termination of counseling, 
level of general college satisfaction, time of client evalua­
tion, counselor's perceived degree of certainty regarding the 
success of counseling outcome, counselor's perceived degree 
of certainty regarding the clients feeling about outcome 
success, counselor's perceived degree of certainty regarding 
the possibility that the client would need additional help in 
the future, and counselor's perceived degree of certainty 
regarding the likelihood that the clierit would return for 
further counseling if the need arose. 
Hypotheses 
On the basis of the above discussion of previous research 
findings and on the basis of principles derived from the 
client-centered theory of counseling, the present study tested 
the following null hypotheses ; 
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1. There will be no significant difference in satisfac­
tion with counseling as a function of the level of 
experience of the counselor. 
2. There will be no significant difference in satisfac­
tion with counseling as a function of the reason for 
termination of counseling. 
3. There will be no significant difference in satisfac­
tion with counseling as a function of the nature of 
the problem dealt with in counseling. 
4. There will be no significant difference in satisfac­
tion with counseling as a function of the number of 
counseling contacts. 
5. There will be no significant difference in satisfac­
tion with counseling as a function of general college 
satisfaction. 
6. There will be no significant difference in satisfac­
tion with counseling as expressed at different time 
intervals following termination of counseling. 
7. There will be no significant difference in satisfac­
tion with counseling as a function of the counselor's 
perceived degree of certainty regarding the success 
of counseling outcome. 
8. There will be no significant difference in satisfac­
tion with counseling as a function of the counselor's 
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perceived degree of certaiiity regarding the client's 
feeling about outcome success. 
9. There will be no significant difference in satisfac­
tion with counseling as a function of the counselor's 
perceived degree of certainty regarding the possibil­
ity that the client would need additional help in the 
future. 
10. There will be no significant difference in satisfac­
tion with counseling as a function of the counselor's 
perceived degree of certainty regarding the likelihood 
that the client would return for further counseling 
if the need arose. 
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METHOD 
As Stated in the preceding chapter, the purpose of this 
study was to assess the degree of relationship between a 
measure of client satisfaction and a number of relevant vari­
ables, including level of experience of the counselor, nature 
of the problem, number of counseling contacts, reason for 
termination of counseling, level of general college satisfac­
tion, time of client evaluation, counselor's perceived degree 
of certainty regarding the success of counseling outcome, 
counselor's perceived degree of certainty regarding the 
client's feeling about outcome success, counselor's perceived 
degree of certainty regarding the possibility that the client 
would need additional help in the future, and counselor's 
perceived degree of certainty regarding the likelihood that 
the client would return for further counseling if the need 
arose. 
Subjects 
The subjects for this study were Iowa State University 
(ISU) students who had received counseling in the ISU Student 
Counseling Service during the academic years of 1969-1970 and/ 
or 1970-1971. The sample consisted of 845 students who were 
seen in 1969-1970 and 385 students who were seen in 1970-1971. 
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The 1969-1970 clients had been sampled as part of a previous 
investigation by the Student Counseling Service designed to 
evaluate their services, while the 1970-1971 clients were 
sampled by this author for the present study. 
All the subjects included in the sample had received at 
least one counseling contact, while the focus of counseling 
included both educational-vocational and personal issues. 
Instruments 
Counseling satisfaction questionnaire 
The instrument used in this study to measure client 
satisfaction with counseling was the Counseling Evaluation 
Inventory (CEI) developed by Linden, Stone and Shertzer (1965) 
(Appendix A). This inventory was chosen because of its 
appropriateness for the present study, and also because, as 
Zytowski (1970) noted in a review of instruments used to 
assess client satisfaction, it is "One which has received the 
most work directed toward development... (p. *6)." Several 
other studies have also used the CEI to measure clients' 
attitudes toward their counseling interviews (Gabbert, 1965; 
Gabbert, Ivey & Miller, 1967; Haase & Miller, 1968; Hagebak, 
1968; Hansen, 1968; Ivey, Miller & Gabbert, 1968). 
The inventory consists of twenty-one items used to elicit 
a counselee's reactions to his counseling interviewCs). The 
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response format for the items is a five-point Likert scale. 
As a result of a factor analysis of the twenty-one items, the 
authors (Linden et al., 1965) identified three factor scales: 
counseling climate, counselor comfort, and client satisfaction. 
These factor scales were later replicated in a study by Haase 
and Miller (1968). In addition, a total score based on all 
twenty-one items is used. Linden et al. (1965) have also 
shown that the CEI has acceptable reliability (.72 by test-
retest at 14- and 100-day intervals) and some discriminative 
validity for counseling practicum grades. Although the 
original authors developed scoring weights for each response 
category based on the factor analysis, other studies have 
shown that these weighted scores tend to reflect strength of 
attitude, whereas a five-point Likert scoring technique tends 
to reflect direction of attitude (Gabbert, 1965; Haase & 
Miller, 1968). Based on this information, the Likert scoring 
technique was used in this study. 
College satisfaction questionnaire 
To measure general college satisfaction, the College 
Student Satisfaction Questionnaire (CSSQ) developed by Betz, 
Klingensmith and Menne (1970) was used (Appendix B). This 
questionnaire consists of seventy items designed to measure 
five dimensions of college student satisfaction: 
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Social Life - Opportunities to meet socially relevant 
goals, such as dating, meeting compatible or 
interesting people, making friends, participating 
in campus events and informal social activities. 
Compensation - The amount of input (e.g. study) required 
relative to academic outcomes (e.g. grades), and 
the effect of input demands on the student's 
fulfillment of his other needs and goals. 
Recognition - Attitudes and behaviors of faculty and 
students indicating acceptance of the student as 
a worthwhile individual. 
Working Conditions - The physical conditions of the 
student's college life, such as the cleanliness 
and comfort of his place of residence, adequacy of 
study areas on campus, quality of meals, facilities 
for lounging between classes. 
Quality of Education - The various academic conditions 
related to the individual's intellectual and 
vocational development, such as the competence and 
helpfulness of faculty and staff, including advisors 
and counselors, and the adequacy of curriculum 
requirements, teaching methods, assignments. 
The response format is a five-point Likert scale which is 
scored from one to five points respectively. Internal con­
sistency reliability coefficients for the 5 dimensions (scales) 
for public universities are reported to range between .78 and 
.84 (median of .82), and for private colleges, to range 
between .79 and .84 (median of .82). Internal consistency 
reliability for the total score is reported to be .94 for both 
public universities and private colleges (Starr, Betz & Menne, 
1971b). Indications of construct validity for the CSSQ have 
been obtained by three studies thus far (Betz, Klingensmith 
& Menne, 1970; Starr, Betz & Menne, 1971a; Sturtz, 1971), with 
further research in this area currently underway. 
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Terminating information sheet 
The data concerning the level of experience of the 
counselor, the nature of the problem, the number of counseling 
interviews, the reason for termination of counseling, the 
counselor's perceived degree of certainty regarding the suc­
cess of counseling outcome, the counselor's perceived degree 
of certainty regarding the client's feeling about outcome 
success, the counselor's perceived degree of certainty regard­
ing the possibility that the client would need additional help 
in the future, and the counselor's perceived degree of 
certainty regarding the likelihood that the client would 
return for further counseling if the need arose were all ob­
tained from a closing sheet (the Counselor Data Sheet - CDS) 
which each counselor routinely fills out upon termination of 
counseling with any client (Appendix C) . The first variable 
above was obtained by noting the counselor's name as recorded 
on the CDS, and from the author's knowledge of the experience 
level of each of the counselors involved. The next three 
variables were obtained by simply recording the required 
information as filled in on the CDS. The final four variables 
were obtained from the counselor's rating of each on a nine-
point scale. No psychometric data are available at the 
present time regarding the reliability or validity of these 
four ratings. 
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Procedure 
Two weeks after termination of their counseling, the CEI 
was mailed to all clients who terminated between September 8, 
1969 and May 4, 1970 (the '69-'70 mailing). It was accompanied 
by a cover letter which explained the nature and purpose of 
the mailing and asked for their cooperation in returning the 
questionnaire. This letter was printed on the back of a self-
addressed, postage-paid return envelope (Appendix D). A total 
of 845 questionnaires were mailed and 442 of these were 
returned (52.3%). No follow-up was made of those students who 
failed to return questionnaires in response to this mailing. 
It should again be noted that this '69-'70 mailing was carried 
out by the Student Counseling Service as a separate investi­
gation. However, since the data had not been analyzed, they 
were incorporated in the present study. 
A second data collection period occurred in May, 1971 
(the '71 mailing). This effort sought responses from both 
those counselees who had been surveyed in the '69-'70 mailing 
and from students who had been counseled during the 1970-1971 
school year. All of the '69-'70 surveyed group who were still 
enrolled at ISU as of the Fall Quarter, 1970, as evidenced by 
the appearance of their name and address in the 1970-1971 ISU 
Student Directory, were re-surveyed. Out of the possible 442, 
318 such students were located. These students were then 
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mailed a copy of the CEI and the CSSQ. This mailing was 
accompanied by a cover letter explaining the purpose of 
sending them a second questionnaire and again asking for their 
cooperation in returning it (Appendix E). Another self-
addressed, postage-paid reply envelope was also included. 
The '70-'71 group consisted of clients who had terminated 
their counseling between September 7, 1970 and May 3, 1971. 
These clients (n = 385) were sent the same materials as the 
'69-'70 group above, including the CEI, the CSSQ, a cover 
letter explaining the purpose of the mailing (Appendix E), and 
a return envelope. 
Hence, a total of 703 subjects were involved in the '71 
mailing. Those students who did not return questionnaires 
from this mailing were followed up once, either by phone or 
mail to solicit their cooperation in responding. Those 
students living in Ames were followed up by telephone, while 
those students commuting to the University and living outside 
of Ames (there were only 10 such students) were followed up 
by postcard (Appendix F). In addition, 20 questionnaires were 
returned as undeliverable, and for the purposes of the 
analyses those subjects were included with the nonrespondents 
for the '71 mailing. 
Of the total of 703 questionnaires mailed in this '71 
mailing, 351 were returned prior to the follow-up (49.9%) and 
92 were returned after the follow-up (13.1%) for a total of 
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443 returned questionnaires (63%). Breaking this down for the 
two groups in this mailing, in the '69-'70 group there were 
157 returns prior to the follow-up (49.4%) and 36 after the 
follow-up (11.3%) for a total of 193 returns (60.7%). Simi­
larly, there were 194 returns prior to the follow-up (50.4%) 
and 56 after the follow-up (14.5%) for a total of 250 returned 
questionnaires (64.9%) in the '70-'71 group. 
Time of client evaluation here is derived from the length 
of time between termination of counseling and the above mail­
ings. The two levels of this variable are an evaluation after 
a short period of time following termination (two weeks for 
the subjects in the '69-'70 mailing and from two weeks to 
eight months for the '70-'71 subjects in the '71 mailing), and 
an evaluation after a prolonged period of time following 
termination (from one year to nineteen months for the '69-'70 
subjects in the '71 mailing). The author was also able to get 
some information regarding change in client satisfaction over 
tirr.s for the 193 '69-'70 sijbjects in the '71 mailing who 
returned questionnaires, since these subjects had also 
returned questionnaires in response to the earlier '69-'70 
mailing. 
The counselors in this study over the two-year period 
included seventeen doctoral level staff members, five intern 
staff members (experienced trainees who had previously acquired 
at least a year's part-time practicum experience and, in some 
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cases, also a year's internship experience and who were in 
their final year of doctoral work), and forty-two practicum 
level counselors (inexperienced trainees who had not yet 
completed a year's part-time practicum experience or any 
internship experience and who were at the master's level in 
their graduate training). Hence, there were three subdivisions 
for the experience level of the counselor. 
Analysis of Data 
As mentioned earlier, the three CEI (the counseling 
satisfaction measure) scale scores and total score were ob­
tained by summing the scores of the appropriate items. For 
the purposes of the analyses, all three scales plus the total 
score were evaluated. However, only the CEI total score was 
used to determine whether or not any null hypothesis should be 
rejected. 
Similarly, the five CSSQ (the general college satisfac­
tion questionnaire) scale scores and total score were obtained 
by summing the scores of the appropriate items. Again, 
although all five scales plus the total score were analyzed 
only the total score was used in evaluating the relevant null 
hypothesis. 
All the information collected for each subject was coded 
and punched on IBM data cards. Most of the analyses were 
executed by the IBM 360/65 computer using programs made 
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available by the ISU Student Counseling Service and the ISU 
Computation Center. The other analyses were done by hand with 
the aid of a calculating machine. In all, five different 
analyses were completed, each of which will be described in 
further detail below. 
Also, in an attempt to organize the analyses, the sub­
jects were divided into five groups, with the appropriate 
analyses executed on each group. The breakdown into subject 
groups was as follows : 
a. Group I - Respondents to the '71 mailing only 
(n = 250) 
b. Group II - Respondents to both the '69-'70 and '71 
mailings (n = 193) 
c. Group III - Respondents to the '69-'70 mailing only 
(n = 249) 
d. Group IV - Nonrespondents to the '71 mailing only 
(n = 164) 
e. Group V - Nonrespondents to the '69-'70 mailing only 
(n = 403) 
Table 1 presents a summary of the groups which were included 
in the various analyses. In the following sections, any group 
numbers used will be referring to the above groups. 
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Table 1. Summary of the groups included ir. each data analysis 
Analysis no. Group (s) included n 
I I, II, III® 926 
II I, H
 
H
 
III, IV, V 1259 
III 1 /  
H
 
M
 III 692 
IV I, II, III 692 
V II 193 
^Includes two CEIs per subject for Group II, plus 41 
additional CEIs. 
Analysis I 
Average interitem correlations were computed for each of 
the CEI scales (Counseling Climate, Counselor Comfort, Client 
Satisfaction) and the total score to assess their internal 
consistency (Nunnally, 1967) using the formula: 
reliability = — 
1 + (n - l)r' 
Analysis II 
For each of four variables (level of experience of the 
counselor, reason for termination of counseling, nature of 
counseling, and number of counseling contacts) groups of 
respondents and nonrespondents were compared (Groups I & II 
vs. Ill & IV, and Groups II & III vs. V) in terms of the number 
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of subjects in each group that fell in the different variable 
categories. For the purposes of this analysis, as well as 
the following analyses, the categories for each of these 
variables were as follows; 
a. Experience level of the counselor 
1. Ph.D. 
2. Intern 
3. Practicum 
b. Reason for termination of counseling 
1. Normal completion 
2. Failed to return 
3. Referred to someone else 
4. Other 
c. Nature of counseling 
1. Vocational-Educational (a combination of 
curriculum, grades, and readmission categories 
on the CDS) 
2. Personal (a combination of personal and marriage-
pre-marriage categories on the CDS) 
3. Other (a combination of other and information 
categories on the CDS) 
d. Number of counseling contacts 
1. One contact 
2. Two or three contacts 
3. Four or more contacts. 
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Chi-square tests (Edwards, 1960) were computed to test the 
significance of the differences between the proportions in the 
various categories for the respondent and nonrespondent groups 
using the formula: 
n r c (f. - F. 
= Z E F 
11 1 
where; f^ = observed frequency in the ith class 
= expected frequency in the ith class 
r = number of rows or groups 
c = number of classes or columns. 
This analysis was performed in order to determine whether or 
not the respondents differed significantly from the non-
respondents in terms of these various categories. 
Analysis III 
In order to test the first four null hypotheses, multiple 
linear regression analyses were carried out using Groups I, 
II, and III separately to determine the relationships between 
client satisfaction and counselor experience level, reason for 
termination, nature of counseling, and number of contacts with­
in each group. The applicable regression model is: 
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Analysis IV 
For the purpose of testing hypothesis No. 5 the correla­
tion between CEI total score and general college satisfaction 
(CSSQ total score) was computed separately for Groups I and 
II. Correlations between CEI total score and counselor's 
perceived degree of certainty regarding the success of 
counseling outcome (Counselor Rating No. 1), CEI total score 
and counselor's perceived degree of certainty regarding the 
client's feeling about outcome success (Counselor Rating No. 
2)f CEI total score and counselor's perceived degree of 
certainty regarding the possibility that the client would need 
additional help in the future (Counselor Rating No. 3), and 
CEI total score and counselor's perceived degree of certainty 
regarding the likelihood that the client would return for 
further counseling if the need arose (Counselor Rating No. 4) 
for Groups I, II, and III were computed separately for each 
group and were used to test hypotheses 7-10. The significance 
of each of the obtained correlations was recorded and confi­
dence limits for each were calculated using the transforma­
tion for r (Edwards, 1960). 
Analysis V 
Using Group II, means, standard deviations, and variances 
were computed for the three CEI scales and total score for 
both returns and used in assessing the differences between the 
40 
scores on these scales at the two different times of évalua 
tion. T-tests of significance of the difference between 
means, using the formula for correlated samples, were calcu 
lated to test the associated null hypothesis (No. 6): 
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RESULTS 
Analysis I 
Reliability estimates were calculated for each of the 
three CEI scales and the total score using all the CEI 
questionnaires returned from both mailings (n = 962). The 
obtained coefficients are presented in Table 2 below. Reli­
abilities for the three scales ranged from .73 to .85, with a 
total score reliability of .90. 
Table 2. Reliability estimates of the CEI scales and total 
score 
Scale n Reliability 
Counseling climate 962 .8247 
Counselor comfort 962 .7374 
Client satisfaction 962 .8512 
Total score 962 .9079 
Analysis II 
The chi-square analyses of the groups of respondents and 
nonrespondents to the two mailings for each of four variables 
are presented in Tables 3-10. In both mailings.- respondents 
and nonrespondents differed significantly as to the proportions 
who had been seen by counselors of different levels of experi­
ence (x^ = 8.906, p < .05 and = 8.010, p < .05) (Tables 3 
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and 7). 
Respondents and nonrespondents to the '69-'70 mailing 
differed significantly in the proportions represented in the 
four categories of the reason for termination of counseling 
2 (x = 33.614, p < .01). However, this was not the case for 
2 
the respondents and nonrespondents to the '71 mailing (x = 
5.883) (Tables 4 and 8). For the nature of counseling, the 
proportions of respondents and nonrespondents to both mailings 
falling in the three categories was also significantly dif­
ferent (x^ = 16.730, p < .01 and x^ = 11.104, p < .01) (Tables 
5 and 9). 
Finally, the proportions of respondents and nonrespondents 
to the '69-'70 and '71 mailings were significantly different 
2 in terms of the number of counseling contacts (x = 28.611, 
p < .01 and x^ = 6.432, p < .05) (Tables 6 and 10). 
In summary, these results show a consistent difference 
between the groups of respondents and nonrespondents to both 
mailings in regard to the proportions ox each in the various 
categories of these four variables. 
Table 3. Chi-square analysis of the experience level of the counselor in the '69-
'70 mailing 
Group Ph.D. Intern Practicum Total 
Respondents (II, III) 406 0 36 442 
Nonrespondents (V) 345 1 57 403 
Total 751 1 93 845 8.906* 
p < .05. 
Table 4. Chi-square analysis of the reason for termination in the '69-'70 mailing 
Group Normal 
completion 
Failed to 
return 
Referred Other Total X 
Respondents (II, III) 358 18 6 60 442 
Nonrespondents (V) 269 ii 11 65 403 
Total 627 76 17 125 845 33.614** 
* *  
p < .01. 
Table 5. Chi-square analysis of the nature of counseling in the '69-'70 mailing 
2 Group Voc.-Ed. Personal Other Total % 
Respondents (II, III) 343 40 59 442 
Nonrespondents (V) 262 52 89 403 
Total 605 92 148 845 16.730** 
* *  
p < .01. 
Table 6. Chi-square analysis of the number of contacts in the '69-'70 mailing 
5 
Group 1 2&3 4 or Total x 
more 
Respondents (II, III) 107 311 24 442 
Nonrespondents (V) 166 215 22 403 
Total 273 526 46 845 28.611** 
*iV 
p < ,.01. 
Table 7. Chi-square analysis of the experience level of the counselor in the '71 
mailing 
_ 
Group Ph.D. Intern Practicum Total x 
Respondents (I, II) 316 31 96 443 
Nonrespondents (III, IV) 327 16 70 413 
Total 643 47 166 856 8.010* 
p < .05. 
Table 8. Chi-square analysis of the reason for termination in the '71 mailing 
— 
Group Normal Failed to Referred Other Total % 
completion return 
Respondents (I, II) 357 28 14 44 443 
Nonrespondents (III, IV) 308 35 11 52 413 
Total 665 63 25 103 856 
Table 9. Chi-square analy.'îis of the nature of counseling in the *71 mailing 
2 Group Voc.-Ed. Personal Other Total % 
Respondents (I, II) 353 47 43 443 
Nonrespondents (III, IV) 298 43 72 413 
Total 651 90 115 856 11.104** 
** 
p < .01. 
Table 10. Chi-square analysis of the number of contacts in the '71 mailing 
2 
Group 1 2&3 4 or Total x 
more 
Respondents (1/ II) 98 310 35 443 
Nonrespondents (III, IV) 119 272 22 413 
Total 217 582 57 856 6.432* 
p < .05. 
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Analysis III 
For this analysis, multiple linear regression analyses of 
variance were executed separately for Groups I, II, and III. 
These analyses compared each of the three CEI scales and the 
total score to the variables of counselor experience, reason 
for termination, nature of counseling, and number of contacts 
within each group. However, as noted earlier, only the 
analyses comparing CEI total score with these variables were 
used as the bases for accepting or rejecting the appropriate 
null hypotheses, and hence, are the only analyses reported 
here. The analyses comparing the three CEI scale scores with 
the four variables within each of the three groups are con­
tained in Tables 20 - 31 in Appendix G for those readers 
interested in that data. 
In addition, the mean CEI scale and total scores for each 
category of the variables within each of the three groups are 
presented in Tables 32 - 35 in Appendix H. 
Regression analysis for Group I 
This analysis is presented in Table 11. The findings 
here reveal no significant differences in client satisfaction 
as a function of the level of experience of the counselor, 
the reason for termination of counseling, or the nature of 
counseling. However, a significant difference in client 
satisfaction as a function of the number of counseling 
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Table 11. Analysis of 
Group I on 
variance of the 
four variables 
CEI total score for 
Source df SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 2 415.352 207.676 1.380 
Reason for 
termination 3 978.970 326.323 2.169 
Nature of 
counseling 2 623.344 311.672 2.072 
Number of 
contacts 2 2517.288 1258.644 8.366** 
Error 240 36105.558 150.440 
Total 249 40164.900 
p < .05. 
* * 
p < .01. 
contacts was found (F = 8.366, p < .01). The direction of 
this difference can be observed in Table 32 (Appendix H), 
which shows that the mean CEI total score for clients with 
one counseling contact was 77.481, whereas the means for 
clients with two or three, and four or mors contacts was 
83.615 and 86.296, respectively. 
Although the results of the analyses of all three groups 
were combined to make the final evaluation of the associated 
null hypotheses (1 - 4), the results of this analysis alone 
would lead to the acceptance of the first three null 
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hypotheses, but the rejection of the fourth based on the ob­
served significant difference in client satisfaction for 
different numbers of counseling contacts. 
Regression analyses for Group II 
Since two different CEI satisfaction evaluations were 
available for this group, each one was analyzed separately and 
is reported below. 
The regression analysis of the first CEI total score is 
available in Table 12. This analysis resulted in a signifi­
cant difference in client satisfaction for differing levels of 
Table 12. Analysis of variance of the first CEI total score 
for Group II on four variables 
Source df SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 1 209.739 209.739 2.031 
Reason for 
termination 3 283.932 94.644 0.916 
Nature of 
counseling 2 62.734 31.367 0.304 
Number of 
contacts 2 2363.440 1181.720 11.442** 
Error 184 19004.138 103.283 
Total 192 22951.223 
* 
p < .05. 
** 
p < .01. 
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number of counseling contacts (F = 11.442, p < .01) , but no 
significant differences in CEI total score for the experience 
level of the counselor, the reason for termination of coun­
seling, or the nature of counseling, a result which parallels 
that of the similar analysis for Group I. Again, a look at 
the means for the different levels of number of counseling 
contacts (Table 33, Appendix H) provides some information 
about the directionality of the observed significant differ­
ence. In this case, clients seen for one contact were again 
the least satisfied (X = 80.295), while clients seen for four 
or more contacts were slightly less satisfied (X = 87.125) 
than clients seen for two or three contacts (X = 90.262). 
As in the above analysis, this analysis alone would lead 
to the rejection of the fourth null hypothesis regarding a 
difference in client satisfaction as a function of the number 
of counseling contacts, but the acceptance of the other three 
relevant null hypotheses. 
The regression analysis of the second CEI total score 
for this group is contained in Table 13. Although the com­
parisons involving the experience level of the counselor and 
the number of counseling contacts closely approached signifi­
cance (F = 3.713 and F = 2.997, respectively)^ none of the 
comparisons in this analysis achieved statistical significance. 
However, it is interesting to look at the means for the 
categories of the two variables which approached significance 
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Table 13. Analysis of variance of the second CEI total score 
for Group It on four variables 
Source df SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 1 521.008 521.008 3.713 
Reason for 
termination 3 475.133 158.378 1.129 
Nature of 
counseling 2 44.794 22.397 0.160 
Number of 
contacts 2 841.005 420.502 2.997 
Error 184 25819.838 140.325 
Total 192 28103.358 
(Table 34, Appendix H). The directions of these means indi­
cate that the clients seen by Ph.D. counselors were somewhat 
more satisfied (X = 85.552) than the clients seen by 
Practicum counselors (X = 76.417) (with no clients seen by 
Interns in this group), while clients seen for four or more 
contacts were again (as in the analysis for Group I) the most 
satisfied (X = 85.000), followed by clients seen for two or 
three contacts (X = 83.447) and clients seen for one contact 
(X = 77.568) . 
On the basis of this analysis alone, all four of the null 
hypotheses being tested here would have to be accepted due to 
the lack of any significant differences in client satisfaction 
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as a function of the four variables. 
Regression analysis for Group III 
Table 14 presents the results of the regression analysis 
for Group III. The findings here show a significant difference 
in client satisfaction as a function of the experience level 
of the counselor (F = 5.213, p < .05), but no significant 
differences in client satisfaction as a function of the reason 
for termination of counseling, the nature of counseling, or 
the number of counseling contacts. The direction of this 
significant difference for experience level of the counselor 
Table 14. Analysis of variance of the CEI total score for 
Group III on four variables 
Source df SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 1 578.327 578.327 5.213* 
Reason for 
termination 3 363.501 121.167 1.092 
Nature of 
counseling 2 272.091 136.046 1.226 
Number of 
contacts 2 387.650 193.825 1.747 
Error 240 26627.724 110.949 
Total 248 28943.357 
p < .05. 
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can be observed from the means in Table 35 in Appendix H. 
The clients seen by Ph.D. counselors were more satisfied (X = 
87.253) than the clients seen by Practicum counselors (X = 
82.583), while again no clients had been seen by Intern 
counselors in this group. 
Based on this analysis alone, the first null hypothesis 
relating client satisfaction and counselor experience would 
be rejected, and the other three null hypotheses relating 
client satisfaction to the other three variables would be 
accepted. 
Summary of regression analyses for Groups I, II, and III 
The results of the four regression analyses for Groups I, 
II, and III were all combined in order to evaluate the first 
four null hypotheses. 
Hypothesis No. 1 that there will be no significant dif­
ference in satisfaction with counseling as a function of the 
level of experience of the counselor was not rejected. This 
conclusion was based on the fact that a significant difference 
was only obtained in the analysis for Group III, but not in 
the other three analyses. 
Hypothesis No. 2 that there will be no significant dif­
ference in satisfaction with counseling as a function of the 
reason for termination of counseling was not rejected. This 
conclusion was based on the absence of any significant differ­
ences for this variable in any of the analyses. 
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Hypothesis No. 3 that there will be no significant dif­
ference in satisfaction with counseling as a function of the 
nature of the problem dealt with in counseling was not 
rejected. This conclusion was also based on the absence of 
any significant differences in the four analyses. 
Hypothesis No. 4 that there will be no significant dif­
ference in satisfaction with counseling as a function of the 
number of counseling contacts was neither accepted nor 
rejected. This conclusion was based on the inconsistent 
nature of the results from the analyses. A significant dif­
ference in client satisfaction as a function of the number of 
contacts was observed in the analysis for Group I and the 
first analysis for Group II. However, no significant differ­
ence in these variables was found in the second analysis for 
Group II or the analysis for Group III. 
Analysis IV 
For this analysis, correlation coefficients were computed 
among the three CEI scale scores and the total score, the five 
CSSQ scale scores and the total score, and the four counselor 
ratings within Groups I and II separately, and among the three 
CEI scale scores, the CEI total score, and the four counselor 
ratings within Group III. As in the previous analysis, only 
the correlations between CEI total score and the other 
variables (with CSSQ total score representing general college 
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satisfaction) were used to evaluate the appropriate null 
hypotheses and are the only correlations which were further 
analyzed for significance and reported here. However, Tables 
36 - 38 in Appendix I contain the entire correlation matrices 
for all the CEI scale and total scores and the other variables 
within each group. 
Correlational analysis for Group I 
Table 15 presents the correlations between the CEI total 
score and the CSSQ total score, and between the CEI total 
and the four counselor ratings. In addition, the 
Table 15. Correlational analysis of the CEI total score with 
five variables for Group I 
Variable r Significance Confidence 
limits^ 
Counselor 
rating No. 1 .296 .01 .178-.405 
Counselor 
rating No. 2 .307 .01 .190-.415 
Counselor 
rating No. 3 .000 NS^ -.124-.124 
Counselor 
rating No. 4 .275 .01 .156-.386 
CSSQ 
total score .223 .01 .102-.338 
^p = .05. 
^NS = nonsignificant. 
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significance and confidence limits for each of these correla­
tions is presented. It is evident that although four of the 
five correlations are significantly different from zero (p < 
.01), none are high enough to indicate a meaningful degree of 
relationship. This lack of any meaningful relationships is 
further illustrated by the wide range in the confidence limits 
for each of the correlations. 
Correlational analysis for Group II 
Tables 16 and 17 summarize the two correlational analyses 
carried out for Group II. The correlations between the first 
CEI total score and the other variables (Table 16) are again 
extremely low, with only three achieving significance from 
zero (p < .01). As in the first analysis however, the low 
magnitude of these correlations and the range of their confi­
dence limits led to the conclusion of no meaningful relation­
ship between client satisfaction and general college satisfac­
tion or the four counselor ratings in this analysis. 
Similarly, of the correlations between the second CEI 
total score and the five variables, one was significant at the 
.05 level and two others were significant at the .01 level. 
Still, all the correlations were low, with a rather wide 
confidence limit range, leading to the same conclusion of no 
meaningful relationship between these variables in this 
analysis. 
57 
Table 16. Correlational analysis of the first CEI total 
score with five variables for Group II 
Variable r Significance Confidence 
limits^ 
Counselor 
rating No. 1 .191 .01 .050-.324 
Counselor 
rating No. 2 .225 .01 .086-.356 
Counselor 
rating No. 3 -.111 NS^ -.249-.032 
Counselor 
rating No. 4 .207 .01 .067-.339 
CSSQ 
total score .032 NS -.111-.173 
^p = .05. 
^NS = nonsignificant. 
Table 17. Correlational analysis of the second CEI total 
score with five variables for Group II 
Variable r Significance Confidence 
limits^ 
Counselor 
rating No. 1 .173 .05 .032-.308 
Counselor 
rating No. 2 .282 .01 .146- = 391 
Counselor 
rating No. 3 -.073 NS^ -.216-.070 
Counselor 
rating No. 4 .185 .01 .044-.318 
CSSQ 
total score .119 NS -.023-.257 
a 
"p = .Ub. 
^NS = nonsignificant. 
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Correlational analysis for Group III 
The correlational analysis of the CEI total score and the 
four counselor ratings for Group III is summarized in Table 18. 
The results here showed one correlation significant from zero 
at the .05 level and one significant at the .01 level. As was 
the case in the previous analyses however, all the correla­
tions were very low, while the range of their confidence 
limits was wide. Again in this analysis, the conclusion was 
drawn that no meaningful relationship was demonstrated between 
these variables. 
Table 18. Correlational analysis of the CEI total score with 
four variables for Group III 
Variable r Significance Confidence 
limits^ 
Counselor 
rating No. 1 . .145 
in o
 .021-.265 
Counselor 
rating No= 2 = 075 NS ^  -=050-=197 
Counselor 
rating No. 3 .041 NS -, 084-.164 
Counselor 
rating No. 4 .220 .01 .099-.336 
% = .05. 
^NS = nonsignificant. 
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Summary of correlational analyses for Groups I, II, and III 
The results of the correlational analyses for Groups I 
and II which compared CEI total score and CSSQ total score 
were combined to evaluate the fifth null hypothesis. The 
results of the analyses for Groups I, II, and III which com­
pared CEI total score and the four counselor ratings were all 
combined to test the seventh through the tenth null hypotheses. 
Hypothesis No. 5 that there will be no significant dif­
ference in satisfaction with counseling as a function of 
general college satisfaction was not rejected. This conclusion 
was based on the absence of any apparent meaningful relation­
ship between these two variables. 
Hypothesis No. 7 that there will be no significant dif­
ference in satisfaction with counseling as a function of the 
counselor's perceived degree of certainty regarding the 
success of counseling outcome was not rejected. This conclu­
sion was also based on the absence of any apparent meaningful 
relationship between these two variables. 
Hypothesis No. 8 that there will be no significant dif­
ference in satisfaction with counseling as a function of the 
counselor's perceived degree of certainty regarding the 
client's feeling about outcome success was not rejected. 
Again, this conclusion was based on the absence of any apparent 
meaningful relationship between these two variables. 
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Hypothesis No. 9 that there will be no significant dif­
ference in satisfaction with counseling as a function of the 
counselor's perceived degree of certainty regarding the 
possibility that the client would need additional help in the 
future was not rejected. This conclusion was based on the 
similar absence of any apparent meaningful relationship 
between these variables. 
Hypothesis No. 10 that there will be no significant dif­
ference in satisfaction with counseling as a function of the 
counselor's perceived degree of certainty regarding the likeli 
hood that the client would return for further counseling if 
the need arose was not rejected. This conclusion was also 
based on the absence of any apparent meaningful relationship 
between these variables. 
Analysis V 
For this analysis, t-tests of significance of the dif­
ference between means were calculated for the three CEI scale 
scores and the total score for the two different sets of 
responses for the '69-'70 subjects in Group II (soon after 
termination and after a prolonged period of time following 
termination). As in the two previous analyses, only the t-
test of the difference between the means of the CEI total 
scores was used to test the associated null hypothesis and is 
the only one reported here. However, the t-tests of the 
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differences between the means of the three CEI scale scores 
are contained in Table 39 in Appendix J. 
The means and t-value for the two CEI total scores from 
the two different times of evaluation for Group II are 
presented in Table 19. The finding here was that, for a two-
tailed t-test, the mean of the first CEI total score (X = 
87.860) was significantly higher (t = 7.946 , p < .01) than the 
mean of the second CEI total score (X = 82.171). 
Table 19. Mean analysis of the CEI total scores from two 
different evaluations for Group II 
Evaluation n X Difference t 
First 193 87.860 
Second 193 82.171 5.689 7.946** 
* * 
p < .01 (two-tailed test). 
Hypothesis No. 5 that there will be no significant dif­
ference in satisfaction with counseling as expressed at 
different time intervals following termination of counseling 
was rejected. This conclusion was based on the observed 
significant difference in satisfaction with counseling at the 
two times of evaluation. 
62 
DISCUSSION 
The present study was designed to investigate ten null 
hypotheses relating client satisfaction with counseling 
received to ten relevant variables. 
The first hypothesis involving counselor experience was 
not rejected due to the fact that a significant difference in 
client satisfaction for different counselor experience levels 
was only demonstrated in one of the four related analyses. 
The second and third hypotheses, dealing with the reason 
for termination of counseling and the nature of the problem 
dealt with in counseling, respectively, were also not rejected 
based on the absence of any significant differences between 
client satisfaction and these two variables in any of the 
analyses. 
Hypothesis No. 4, which was concerned with the number of 
counseling contacts as related to client satisfaction, was 
neither accepted nor rejected as a result of the inconsistency 
of the findings from the four different analyses. Two of the 
analyses resulted in significant differences in client satis­
faction as a function of the number of contacts, but the other 
two analyses failed to obtain similar significant differences. 
The fifth null hypothesis, relating client satisfaction 
to general college satisfaction, was not rejected because of 
the results of the three related correlational analyses, which 
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indicated that essentially no meaningful relationship existed 
between these two variables in this study. 
As a result of the finding in Group II that mean satis­
faction with counseling reported soon after termination was 
significantly higher than mean satisfaction reported at least 
one year later, the sixth hypothesis was rejected. 
Finally, the seventh, eighth, ninth, and tenth null 
hypotheses, which involved the relationship between the four 
counselor ratings and client satisfaction, were not rejected 
due to the results of the related correlational analyses 
indicating the lack of any meaningful relationships between 
client satisfaction with counseling and these four counselor 
ratings. 
In summary then, the sixth null hypothesis in this study 
was the only one rejected, while the fourth hypothesis was 
neither rejected nor accepted and the other eight hypotheses 
were all accepted. 
At this point, it should be remembered that only the 
analyses involving the CEI total score were used in evaluating 
the appropriate hypotheses. An interesting question here is 
what would the findings have been (i.e. in terms of acceptance 
or rejection of hypotheses) if the three CEI scale scores 
(Counseling Climate, Counselor Comfort, and Client Satisfaction) 
had also been used to evaluate the hypotheses? Regarding 
counselor experience, the reason for termination, the nature of 
counseling, and the number of contacts. Tables 20 - 31 in 
63b 
Appendix G present the regression analyses for the three CEI 
scale scores. It can be seen that, in general, no significant 
relationships appeared for the Counseling Climate or Counselor 
Comfort scores. However, quite a few significant relationships 
appeared for the Client Satisfaction score. In fact, consist­
ent relationships were demonstrated between this scale score 
and the nature of counseling and also the number of contacts. 
These results lead the author to speculate that it may be of 
interest to investigate the use of this last scale as a rela­
tively pure measure of a client's satisfaction with counseling. 
In terms of the level of general college satisfaction and 
the four counselor ratings, the correlations among these 
variables and the three CEI scale scores were of the same magni­
tude as those for the CEI total score (Tables 36 - 38, Appendix 
II. Hence, the findings using these CEI scale scores would 
remain the same as they were using only the CEI total score. 
Finally, the analyses of the three CEI scales at the two 
different times of evaluation revealed differences which were 
equally significant as that obtained with the CEI total score 
(Table 39, Appendix J). Again the findings would remain the 
same. 
Before discussing the relationship of the findings in this 
study of those of previous studies and/or theoretical expecta­
tions, the author would like to briefly discuss the finding 
regarding the respondents versus the nonrespondents to the '69-
'70 and '71 mailings. As noted in the previous chapter, these 
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groups were found to differ significantly in the proportions 
represented among the levels of counselor experience, reason 
for termination, nature of counseling, and number of contacts. 
These significant differences indicate that the respondents are 
not totally representative of the entire sampled group. Hence, 
more significant differences among the variables under study 
may possibly have appeared had the respondents been more repre­
sentative of the total sample. At the same time, this might 
not have occurred. Along this line, it is interesting to 
speculate about the satisfaction or dissatisfaction of the non-
respondents. There is some evidence from a study by Rothney 
and Mooren (1952) that those subjects who are either very 
satisfied or very dissatisfied are likely to respond first and 
those subjects whose satisfaction or dissatisfaction is some­
where in the middle ranges have a greater tendency to withhold 
their responses longer. If this were the case in the present 
study, it would imply that more significant differences would 
probably not result from a more representative sample, In 
addition, a check on variables such as sex, age, marital 
status, residence status, parental status, and college of the 
respondents and nonrespondents indicates no large differences 
among the respondents and nonrespondents in terms of these 
classifications. 
Returning now to the other results of this study, the 
finding of no significant differences in client satisfaction 
among the three (and in some cases, two) different levels of 
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counselor experience is consistent with Grigg's earlier 
finding (1961). However, when looking at the means for client 
satisfaction within the three groups, it is interesting to 
note that in Groups II and III where no clients were seen by 
Intern counselors, the clients seen by Ph.D. counselors con­
sistently reported greater satisfaction than clients seen by 
Practicum counselors (even though these differences were not 
always significant), a finding which would support the results 
of Ivey, Miller and Gabbert (1968) and Graff and MacLean 
(1970). This finding is also what would be expected from a 
client-centered theoretical standpoint since the more experi­
enced Ph.D. counselors should be better able to provide the 
necessary and sufficient conditions for helping the client to 
achieve his goals (and hence the client would be more 
satisfied). However, the fact that a majority of the clients 
were only seen for up to three interviews may partially 
explain the lack of more significant differences since it may 
be argued that the Ph.D. counselors would need more time with 
their clients to fully develop the relationship to the point 
where their greater experience would become an important 
factor. Also, it can be noted that a majority of the clients 
were seen for vocational-educational or informational concerns. 
Here also, it could be argued that the Ph.D. counselors' 
greater experience may not show up to be as important a factor 
as it would be with clients who had personal-problem concerns. 
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The finding of no significant differences in client 
satisfaction as a function of the reason for termination of 
counseling is one which was unexpected. However, a look at 
the mean satisfaction scores for the different levels of this 
variable does indicate that the directionality of the means is 
consistent with what would be expected. That is, clients who 
terminated due to the normal completion of their counseling 
reported consistently greater satisfaction than did those 
clients who terminated their counseling by failing to return 
for their next scheduled appointment. The fact that these 
differences are not significant is probably due to the small 
proportion of clients among the respondents who terminated 
prematurely. 
Regarding the relationship between client satisfaction 
and the nature of the problem dealt with in counseling, the 
finding in this study of no significant differences between 
these variables is consistent with the earlier findings of 
studies by Gabbert (1965), Gabbert, Ivey and Miller (1967), 
and Ivey, Miller and Gabbert (1968), but contradicts the 
results of the study by Weigel, Cochenour and Russell (1967). 
However, from the theoretical standpoint of this study, one 
would expect those clients seen for personal concerns to be 
more satisfied than those seen for vocational-educational 
concerns. At the same time though, this expectation assumes 
that the clients seen for personal concerns would probably be 
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seen for a large number of interviews, and the data show that 
only a small proportion of clients were seen for four or more 
interviews (in addition to only a small proportion seen for 
personal issues). Hence, it appears that this theoretical 
expectation may not be an appropriate one for the sample in 
this study since the majority of these clients were seen in 
one to three interviews for issues of a vocational-educational 
or informational nature. At any rate, the findings here do 
lend support to the majority of the other studies in this area 
in demonstrating no significant differences in satisfaction 
with counseling for different problem areas. 
Regarding the fourth hypothesis which related the number 
of counseling contacts to client satisfaction, the inconsistent 
nature of the findings which did not allow for either the 
acceptance or rejection of the null hypothesis, also do not 
allow for direct support or contradiction of earlier studies. 
However, in the two analyses which did not show statistical 
significance, as well as in the two which did show such sig­
nificance, there was a consistent trend for the means of the 
CEI total score. This trend indicated that reported client 
satisfaction was increasing with an increasing number of 
interviews. This finding is supportive of the majority of 
previous research on this variable (Gabbert, 1965; Gabbert, 
Ivey & Miller, 1967; Ivey, Miller & Gabbert, 1968; Porter, 
1957; Weigel, Cochenour & Russell, 1967), and hence is not too 
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surprising. It is also not unexpected from a theoretical 
standpoint, in that one would expect the client to be more 
satisfied as more opportunity for the full development of a 
relationship is available. The surprising thing here is that 
the observed differences were only statistically significant 
in two of the four analyses (although they closely approached 
significance in one of the other analyses). One possibility 
though, may be that this variable was interacting with the 
nature of the problem dealt with in counseling. That is, 
since the majority of the clients were seen for vocational-
educational or informational concerns, it may be that they 
were able to obtain the information or assistance they desired 
in only one, two, or three interviews and, as a result, were 
quite satisfied after this short number of contacts. 
Another probability here is that if there had been more 
clients in this sample who had been seen for four or more 
interviews, the obtained differences would most likely have 
increased and achieved significance in all four of the 
analyses. 
To check on the possible interaction effects among these 
first four variables (counselor experience, reason for 
termination, nature of counseling, and number of contacts) and 
their influence on the results of the four regression analyses, 
these interaction effects were analyzed. The findings of 
these analyses were that the interaction effects exerted no 
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appreciable influence on the analyses of the main effects 
obtained previously and that none of the interaction effects 
themselves approached or achieved statistical significance. 
For this reason, none of these interaction analyses have been 
included here. 
The fifth finding in this study was that there appeared 
to be no meaningful relationship between satisfaction with 
counseling and general college satisfaction. Since no previous 
research has dealt with the relationship between these two 
variables, it is not possible for the finding in this study to 
be compared with earlier findings. However, the finding is an 
interesting one and implies that the degree to which a client 
is satisfied with the counseling he has received is not 
related to his satisfaction with other aspects of his college 
life, at least for this sample of clients of the ISU Student 
Counseling Service. 
The other interesting question regarding these variables 
is whether or not the clients in this sample are any more or 
less satisfied than other samples of ISU students. Informal 
evidence seems to indicate that these subjects mean scores on 
the CSSQ total score and Social Life, Working Conditions, and 
Recognition scales are roughly equivalent to random samples of 
ISU students. However, the Compensation and Quality of Educa­
tion scale score means seem to be somewhat lower for these 
subjects, indicating less satisfaction with things such as 
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curricula and grades than other ISU students^. Considering 
that most of the subjects in this sample were seen in coun­
seling for vocational-educational problems, this type of 
indication is not at all surprising. A further analysis of 
these differences is planned by this author at a later time. 
For the 193 '69-'70 clients in Group II, the finding of 
a significantly higher reported mean satisfaction score soon 
after termination than that reported over a year later was an 
unexpected one. It is particularly interesting to speculate 
why these clients reported less satisfaction after a long 
period of time than they did after only a short period of time. 
One very realistic possibility here is the operation of the 
"good-bye effect" (Hathaway, 1948). In fact, this is exactly 
the result which would be predicted if the "good-bye effect" 
were operating. In other words, one would expect the clients 
to feel both more enthusiasm for the quality of counseling 
received and more of an obligation to report good results soon 
after the counseling was over as opposed to more than a year 
later. Hence, this finding could be interpreted as support 
for the influence of the "good-bye effect" on client ratings 
of satisfaction. 
^Dr. Ellen Betz, personal communication, Iowa State 
University, Student Counseling Service, July, 1971. 
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One argument against this interpretation stems from a 
closer look at the mean satisfaction scores for all three 
groups. When one refers to these means, it can be observed 
that the mean satisfaction score for the '69-'70 mailing in 
Group II (X = 87.860) is very similar to the mean score for 
Group III (X = 86.803). It should be noted that both of these 
scores were obtained in response to the '69-'70 mailing. The 
mean satisfaction score for the '71 mailing in Group II (X = 
82.171) is also essentially equivalent to the mean score for 
Group I (X = 82.580). Similarly, both of these scores were 
obtained in response to the '71 mailing. These data led the 
author to speculate whether or not the obtained differences 
were in some way a function of one or more characteristics of 
the mailings themselves. One possibility here may be that the 
cover letter for the '69-'70 mailing was signed simply "The SCS 
Staff/' whereas the cover letter for the '71 mailing was signed 
more specifically by the author and Dr. Roy E. Warman, the 
director of the Student Counseling Service. It is hard to 
interpret how this may have influenced the results, but it 
certainly should not be ruled out as a possibility. 
Another possible explanation for these differences is 
that, for the '69-'70 mailing, the questionnaires were mailed 
to each client about two weeks after termination^ Hence 
these evaluations were obtained a very short time following 
termination. However, for the '71 mailing, the questionnaires 
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were all mailed at once around the middle of May, 1971, which 
means that a few clients were making evaluations a very short 
time following termination, but that the majority were making 
their evaluations from one month to eight months after termi­
nation. It may be the case that only a couple of months is 
necessary to allow a "good-bye effect" to dissipate, which 
would mean that the '70-'71 clients' mean evaluations (even 
though they were the first requested from them) would probably 
closely approximate the '69-'70 clients' mean evaluations (even 
though they were the second requested from them), which was in 
fact what was found. These results, then, seem to support the 
interpretation that the mean differences obtained here resulted 
from a "good-bye effect." 
A more compelling interpretation, however, is that the 
client ratings soon after termination are an accurate reflec­
tion of the clients' satisfaction at that time. This probably 
includes a large degree of enthusiasm over their recent 
behavioral changes as a result of counseling (assuming the 
counseling was successful). The lower follow-up ratings (or 
the ratings obtained after several months) probably reflect the 
fact that the enthusiasm surrounding the changes has decreased, 
although the client is still satisfied, to a large degree, with 
the counseling hs received. This is an alternate explanation 
of the clients' high ratings of satisfaction with the service 
received, in contrast to a "good-bye effect," which postulates 
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a subtle attempt to please the counselor or researcher. 
Viewing these results in this way, instead of in terms of a 
"good-bye effect," appears appropriate to this author. That 
is, the clients' ratings of satisfaction are being viewed as 
responses to particular situational events, as opposed to 
responses which are anticipated to be made regardless of the 
situational events occurring around the termination of 
counseling. 
The findings relative to the final four null hypotheses 
that no meaningful relationships were demonstrated between 
client satisfaction and the four counselor ratings were not 
totally unexpected. Although theoretically it is valuable for 
the counselor's and the client's perceptions to coincide, there 
has traditionally been very little emphasis placed upon the 
necessity for this to occur. In fact, Patterson (1958) 
cautioned that making the counselee satisfied should not be 
one of the major goals of counseling, hence leaving much 
opportunity for the counselor's perception of outcome success, 
for example, to differ from the client's satisfaction with 
counseling. Consequently, the findings in this study regarding 
these counselor ratings and counselee satisfaction are seen as 
being consistent with the prior and current thinking in this 
area. 
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The implications of the results of this study also need 
to be mentioned. In terms of the ISU Student Counseling 
Service, these results imply that they have been, and still 
are, providing a satisfactory service from the standpoint of 
these clients who received that service. In addition, they 
imply that no major changes in the training and preparation of 
Practicum and Intern counselors is necessary in order to 
achieve a satisfied clientele. 
In terms of other university counseling centers who are 
seeing a client population similar to the one seen by the ISU 
Student Counseling Service, the above implications also appear 
to be relevant. 
The implications for the counseling area in general are 
that the counseling provided by trainees and Ph.D. counselors 
is equally effective from the standpoint of producing satisfied 
counselees and is equally effective across various problem 
areas. 
Mov7 that the findings and implications of this study have 
been presented and discussed, it is appropriate to briefly 
mention some of the problems and limitations of the present 
study. First of all, due to the small proportions of subjects 
falling in some of the categories of the first four variables 
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(for example, four or more contacts or personal problems), the 
resultant analyses of these variables may not have provided a 
sufficient test of the related hypotheses. Some of these 
small proportions are also not completely representative of 
the population of clients seen at the ISU Student Counseling 
Service. Unfortunately, many of the terminated clients who 
had been seen for personal problems and/or four or more inter­
views (as examples) were unavailable for analysis since their 
case folders had not been turned in promptly by their coun­
selors. Any further study of this population of clients needs 
to strongly solicit the cooperation of the counselors involved 
in promptly closing out cases to increase the representative­
ness of the sample. 
Another limitation of this study is that the variable of 
client satisfaction was not related to any other direct 
measures of counseling outcome, such as behavioral changes 
resulting from counseling. As a result, and in light of the 
lack of any apparent relationship between satisfaction and the 
counselor's perception of outcome success, the results of this 
study should not be interpreted as providing conclusive evi­
dence for the effectiveness of the counseling received by 
these clients. At the same time, the evidence is clear that, 
for the most part, the clients were satisfied with the coun­
seling they received. 
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As far as future research in this area is concerned, it 
appears to this author that one needed line of research is to 
investigate the relationship between counselee satisfaction 
and other direct counseling outcome measures. For example, a 
study could relate client evaluations of their satisfaction at 
the termination of counseling to certain behavioral observa­
tions, such as extent of information seeking, improved ability 
to speak in front of groups, or improved ability to perform 
without anxiety in exam situations. It may be the case that 
clients seeking educational-vocational assistance will seek 
more information and engage in more appropriate decision­
making behaviors after counseling if they were satisfied with 
the service they received. One of the difficulties with this 
is that any given behavioral outcome measure that might be 
used would not be an appropriate criterion for all clients, 
since different problems call for different behavioral changes. 
Another possible line of future research could investi­
gate the relationship of client satisfaction to the perceived 
presence or absence of the "necessary and sufficient condi­
tions" postulated by the client-centered approach to coun­
seling. In the past, these conditions have been investigated, 
but not in relation to the reported satisfaction of the client. 
Such a study would provide some evidence about the possible 
existence of any relationship between these variables and may 
provide some explanation of the reason why the variable of 
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client satisfaction has not received more attention from the 
client-centered researchers in the counseling field. 
This author is of the opinion, especially as a result of 
this study, that the aibove two lines of future research would 
be of more general value to the counseling area than would 
further investigation of the variables used in this study and 
in some previous studies. This does not mean that these 
variables are seen as unimportant. It simply means that the 
results of this study and previous studies have obtained 
reasonably consistent results for these variables and it 
appears to be time for future investigators to begin looking 
at other variables. 
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SUMMARY 
Previous research has shown that client satisfaction 
with counseling received is somewhat related to several 
relevant variables such as the number of counseling interviews 
and the experience level of the counselor. The present study 
was undertaken to gain more information about the relationship 
between client satisfaction and these, plus other, variables. 
This study assessed the degree of relationship between a 
measure of counselee satisfaction and a number of relevant 
variables, including the level of experience of the counselor, 
the reason for termination of counseling, the nature of the 
problem dealt with in counseling, the number of counseling 
contacts, the level of general college satisfaction, the time 
of client evaluation, the counselor's perceived degree of 
certainty regarding the success of counseling outcome, the 
counselor's perceived degree of certainty regarding the client's 
feeling about outcome success,- the counselor's perceived 
degree of certainty regarding the possibility that the client 
would need additional help in the future, and the counselor's 
perceived degree of certainty regarding the likelihood that 
the client would return for further counseling if the need 
arose. 
The subjects in this study were 845 Iowa State University 
students who had received counseling in the ISU Student 
Counseling Service during the academic year of 1969-1970, and 
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385 students who had received counseling in 1970-1971. All 
the subjects had received at least one counseling contact, 
with the focus of their counseling including both vocational-
educational and personal issues. 
The Counseling Evaluation Inventory was used as the 
measure of satisfaction with counseling and the College Student 
Satisfaction Questionnaire was used to measure general college 
satisfaction. The other data information was gathered from a 
Counselor Data Sheet which is completed by the counselors for 
every client upon his termination of counseling. 
The data for this study were collected in two mailings. 
The '69-'70 mailing occurred two weeks after the termination 
of counseling for each of the 845 '69-'70 clients. This 
mailing included the CEI alone and no follow-up attempt was 
made on the nonrespondents. The '71 mailing occurred all at 
once in the middle of May, 1971 and included those '69-'70 
clients who had responded to the '69-'70 mailing and who were 
still enrolled at ISU in the Fall Quarter, 1970, plus the 385 
'70-'71 clients (total n = 703). This mailing contained both 
the CEI and the CSSQ. One follow-up, either by phone or mail, 
was made on the nonrespondents to this mailing. There were 
442 questionnaires returned in response to the '69-'70 mailing 
(52.3%), and 443 returns in response to the '71 mailing (63%). 
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Reliability coefficients were computed for the three CEI 
scales and ranged from .73 to .85. The reliability of the CEI 
total score was .90. 
Chi-square analyses of the respondents versus the non-
respondents to both mailings indicated that these groups 
differed significantly in regard to the proportions of subjects 
falling in the various levels of counselor experience, reason 
for termination, nature of counseling, and number of contacts. 
Regression analyses comparing client satisfaction to the 
first four variables resulted in nonsignificant differences 
in client satisfaction as a function of the experience of the 
counselor, the reason for termination of counseling, or the 
nature of counseling. Conflicting results, consisting of two 
analyses yielding significant differences and two yielding 
nonsignificant differences, were obtained for client satis­
faction as a function of the number of counseling contacts. 
As a result of correlational analyses, no meaningful 
relationships were demonstrated between counselee satisfaction 
and general college satisfaction, or between counselee satis­
faction and the four counselor ratings. 
A t-test analysis indicated a significantly higher mean 
satisfaction score obtained soon after termination of coun­
seling than that obtained over a year following termination. 
This result was discussed as possible evidence for the "good­
bye effect." 
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It was concluded from the results of this study that 
client satisfaction showed no consistently significant relation­
ship to any of the variables under study, except for the time 
of client evaluation. Research assessing the degree of 
relationship between counselee satisfaction and other direct 
measures of counseling outcome, such as behavioral changes 
resulting from counseling, was discussed as a possible fruit­
ful undertaking for the future. 
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THE COUNSELING EVALUATION INVENTORY 
Directions: Please mark in the response column the degree to which each of 
the following statements describe your experience at the 
Student Counseling Service. 
II 
I believe the counselor accepted me as an individual. 
I felt comfortable in my interviews with the counselor. 
The counselor acted as though he thought ray concerns 
and problems were important to him. 
The counselor acted uncertain of himself. 
(Leave blank if you did not take tests) The counselor 
helped me see how taking tests would be helpful to me. 
The counselor acted cold and indifferent. 
I felt at ease with the counselor. 
The counselor seemed restless while talking with me. 
In our talks, the counselor acted as though he were 
better than I. 
The counselor's comments helped me see more clearly 
what I needed to do to gain my objectives in life. 
I believe the counselor had a genuine desire to be 
of service to me. 
The counselor was awkward in starting our interviews. 
I felt satisfied as a result of my talks with the 
counselor. 
Other students could be helped by talking with coun­
selors. 
In opening our conversations, the counselor was 
relaxed and at ease. 
I distrusted the counselor. 
(Leave blank if you did not take tests.) The counse­
lor's discussion of test results was helpful to me. 
The counselor insisted on being right always. 
The counselor gave the impression of "feeling at 
ease." 
The counselor acted as if he had a job to do and 
didn't care how he accomplished it. 
ï-g 
6 i 
U) 
•p cd 
§ % 
S 
Please return this form immediately in the envelope provided. 
fH 1—4 
T) nJ 
U 0 u 
X ta 
"{ Your student number is recorded here to assist us in analy 
J our findings. It will not be used to reveal your identity. 
ng 
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APPENDIX B; COLLEGE STUDENT SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
Page 2 
Directions No. 2; Now read each of the remaining statements and decide 
how satisfied you are with that aspect of Iowa State 
University described in the statement. 
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NlJiCATri IIOV; SATISFIED YOU AltE WITH: 
T) 
•S 44 tfi 
s 
> A 
The opportunity to make close friends here. 
The amount of work required in most classes. 
The way teachers talk to you when you ask for help. 
The competence of most of the teachers in their own fields 
The amount of study it takes to get a passing grade. 
The chances of getting a comfortable place to live. 
The chance you have of doing well if you work hard. 
The amount of personal attention students get from 
teachers. 
The chance "to be heard" when you have a complaint 
about a grade. 
The friendliness of most students. 
The help that you can get when you have personal problems. 
The availability of good places to live near the campus. 
The ability of most advisors in helping students develop 
their course plans. 
The cleanliness of the housing that is available for 
students here. 
The chance to take courses that fulfill your goals for 
personal growth. 
The kinds of things that determine your grade. 
The preparation students are getting for their future 
careers. 
The chance to have privacy when you want it. 
The chance to work on projects with members of the 
opposite sex. 
Teachers' expectations as to the amount that students 
should study. 
The availability of good places to study. 
The fairness of most teachers in assigning grades. 
The interest that advisors take in the progress of their 
students. 
The places provided for students to relax between classes. 
The social events that are provided for students here. 
Teachers' concern for students' needs and interests. 
The chance to p.et scheduled into the courses of your 
choice. 
The activities and clubs you can join. 
The difficulty of nost courses. 
The chance to get help in deciding what your major 
should be. 
The chance to get acquainted with other students outside 
of class. 
The availability of your advisor when you need hijn. 
The chances to go out and have a good time. 
The pressure to study. 
The chance o: getting a grade which reflects the effort 
you put into studying. ( ) 
T) 
-P % 
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INDICATE HOW SATISFIED YOU ARE VJITH; % 
' t> 
S7. The quality of the education students get here. ( 
8^. The number of D's and F's that are given to students. ( 
59. The concern here for the comfort of students outside 
of classes. ( 
60. The things you can do to have fun here. ( 
61. The chance for a student to develop his best abilities. ( 
62. The chance of having a date here. ( 
63. The chances of getting acquainted with the teachers 
in your major area. ( 
61). The chance to explore important ideas. ( 
65. The quality of the material emphasized in the courses. ( 
66. The chance of getting into the courses you want to take. ( 
67. The noise level at home when you are trying to study. ( 
68. The amount of time you must spend studying. ( 
69. The availability of comfortable places to lounge. ( 
70. The chances fur men and women to get acquainted. ( 
71. The counseling that is provided for students here. ( 
72. The chance to prepare well for your vocation. ( 
73. The chance to live where you want to. ( 
7b. The chance you have for a "fair break" here if you 
work hard. ( 
71). The friendliness of most faculty members. ( 
76. The chances to meet people with the same interests as 
you have, ( 
77. What you learn in relation to the amount of time you 
spend in school. ( 
78. The choice of dates you have here. ( 
79. The amount of study you have to do ia order to qualify 
someday for a job you want. ( 
80. The kinds of things you can do for fun without a lot 
of planning ahead. ( 
81. The willingness of teachers to talk with students outside 
of class time. ( 
82. The places where you can go just to rest during the day. ( 
83. The campus events that are provided for students here. ( 
81;. The practice you get in thinking and reasoning. ( 
85. Your opportunity here to determine your own pattern of 
intellectual development. ( 
86. The chance to participate in class discussions about 
the course material. ( 
87. The activities that are provided to help you meet 
someone you might like to date. ( 
88. The sequence of courses and prerequisites for your major, ( 
89. The availability of quiet study areas for students. ( 
90. The chance you have to substitute courses in your major 
when you think it is advisable. ( 
91. The appropriateness of the requirements for your major. ( 
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Student CounitelinK Service 
Iowa State Unlvereltv 
Counaelor Data Sheet 
C!i<ine: 
(Laat) (KIrat) (Middle) 
Teat* eaalKned: 
If additional testa In file, check here. Counaelor'a Name 
Reason for terminât 
(check one) 
•on lO Q Normal completion Counselee failed to return o a aae referred to someone elae Other 
What was Che main thrust (personel, vocntional, etc.LfijLthe counaellng? 
(check one) , ClJ ft W»rrl«se/^r«->i;»rrf.age 
gssr- B ; ZZ'c 
Rate on * 9-polnt scale, your degree of certainty regarding the following 
statements. (1-least certain, 9m*o(»t certain) 
I. From my point of view, thia caac was succennfully completed, 
J 1 I I 1 I 1 I 1 
1 2  3 4 3 6 7  8 9  
2. The client felt that the counseling was succeaafully completed 
J—I.  i—!  I I 
12 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 
3. This client will need additional help in the future. 
I  I  J .  I  J . I ,  I  .  I .  
4. This client would raturn to the Student: OMinaellng Service iC further neet) aroae. 
1 2 3 
.«(asfesr ft£ eoncccts: 
5 ^ 7  @  9  
f)ee« «tf laet contact: 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Student Counseling Service 
Dear Student; 
The Student Counseling Service at Iowa State University is interested in the 
effectiveness of its efforts to help students. Since you were a recent visitor to 
this office, we are sending you the enclosed questionnaire consisting of a 
number of items about how you felt and how your counselor seemed to you. 
It would be a very great help to us if you would fill out the form to describe 
your experience, and return it to us in this envelope. Just tear off the top half 
of this flap, seal the envelope with the questionnaire inside, and drop it in 
the mail box. No stamp is needed. 
Your questionnaire will be kept confidential; only summary statistics of 
your and other client's replies will be seen by anyone. Your student number, 
which we have written on your questionnaire, will enable us to analyze 
responses according to such differences as sex, year in school, type of 
problem presented, and the like. 
Please, fill out the questionnaire and return it ioduy! 
Many thanks, 
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I O W A  S T A T E  U N I V E R S I T Y  
of Science chnology 
AMES,  IOWA 50010 
Studant Counseling Service 
May Ih, 1971 
Dear Student: 
We are presently conducting a survey in an effort to assess students' 
attitudes toward their experiences with the Student Counseling Service at 
Iowa State University and with the University in general. You were kind 
enough to respond to a similar survey last year. We are trying to assess 
students' attitudes after an extended period of time following thsir visit 
to the SCS, and we are asking that you assist us in this project by once 
again responding to the enclosed two-part questionnaire. This questionnaire 
is designed to measure students' attitudes toward counseling, and university 
life in general. We see this project as being extremely important and the 
results can have important implications for ways in which the SCS can improve 
the quality of its service to other students like yourself. 
Your responses to the questionnaire will be kept confidential and will 
remain strictly anonymous. Our report of this survey will siriply include 
summary statistics of students' responses to the questionnaire. Your student 
number, which we have written on your questionnaire, will only be used to 
help us analyze responses according to such things as nature of presenting 
problem and number of interviews. 
Your only task is to fill out the enclosed questionnaire, which only 
requires a few minutes to complete. Then return it to us in the enclosed 
self-addressed, postage-paid envelope. No stamp is necessary. 
We trust you are able to see the importance of your attitudes to this 
project and we appreciate your immediate response very much. 
Sincerely 
Roy E. Warman, Ph.D. 
Director, SCS 
Fred Stevens 
Intern, SCS 
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I O W A  S T A T E  U N I V E R S I T Y  
of Science chnology 
AMES, IOWA 50010 
Student Counseling Service 
May lii, 1971 
Dear Student; 
We are presently conducting a survey in an effort to assess students' 
attitudes toward their experiences with the Student Counseling Service at 
Iowa State University and with the University in general. You were a recent 
visitor to the SCS and we are asking that you assist us in this project by 
responding to the enclosed two-part questionnaire. This questionnaire 
is designed to measure students' attitudes toward counseling, and university 
life in general. We see this project as being extremely important and the 
results can have important implications for ways in which the SCS can improve 
the quality of its service to other students like yourself. 
Your responses to the questionnaire will be kept confidential and will 
remain strictly anonymous. Our report of this survey will simply include 
summary statistics of students' responses to the questionnaire. Your student 
number, which we have written on your questionnaire, will only be used to 
help us analyze responses according to such things as nature of presenting 
problem and number of interviews. 
Your only task is to fill out the enclosed questionnaire, which only 
requires a few minutes to conçlete. Then return it to us in the enclosed 
self-addressed, postage-p&id envelope. No stamp is necessary. 
We trust you are able to see the importance of your attitudes to this 
project and we appreciate your immediate response very much. 
Sincerely 
Roy E. Warman; Ph=D 
Director, SCS 
Fred Stevens 
Intern, SOS 
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APPENDIX F: POSTCARD FOLLOW-UP FOR *71 MAILING 
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May 2S, 1971 
Dear (Student's Name), 
Last week we mailed you a questionnaire asking for your 
evaluation of the services at the Student Counseling Service 
and ISU in general. If you have not already had an oppor­
tunity to fill out the questionnaire, 1 would like to en­
courage you to do so at your earliest convenience, I believe 
you also received a postage-paid reply envelope in which you 
can return the questionnaire. 
Let me again stress the importance of this project and of 
your evaluation to the project. I trust you will be able to 
return the questionnaire shortly, and if you have already done 
so, thanks for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Fred Stevens 
Intern, SCS 
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APPENDIX G; ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES 
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Table 20. Analysis of variance of the CEI Counseling Climate 
score for Group I on four variables 
Source df SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 2 41.907 20.954 0.858 
Reason for 
termination 3 138.600 46.200 1.891 
Nature of 
counseling 2 34.337 17.168 0.703 
Number of 
contacts 2 68.077 34.038 1.393 
Error 240 5864.004 24.433 
Total 249 6151.124 
Table 21. Analysis of variance of the CEI Counselor 
score for Group I on four variables 
Comfort 
Source df SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 2 44.860 22.430 1.710 
Reason for 
termination 3 56.888 22.296 1,700 
Nature of 
counseling 2 0.076 0.038 0.003 
Number of 
contacts 2 40.267 20.133 1.535 
Error 240 3147.419 13.114 
Total 249 3264.096 
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Table 22. Analysis of variance of the CEI Client Satisfaction 
score for Group I on four variables 
Source df SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 2 119.578 59.789 1.692 
Reason for 
termination 3 288.423 96.141 2.722* 
Nature of 
counseling 2 372.790 186.395 5.277** 
Number of 
contacts 2 1489.817 744.909 21.087** 
Error 240 8478.114 35.325 
Total 249 10586.900 
* 
P < . 05. 
** 
P < .01. 
Table 23. Analysis of variance of the first CEI Counseling 
Climate score for Group II on four variables 
Source df SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 1 14.040 14.040 0.725 
Reason for 
termination I 3 41.011 13.670 0.706 
Nature of 
counseling 2 35.539 17.769 0.917 
Number of 
contacts 2 153.761, 76.881 3.968* 
Error 184 3564.896 19.374 
Total 192 3842.238 
P < .05. 
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Table 24. Analysis of variance of the first CEI Counselor 
Comfort score for Group II on four variables 
Source df .SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 1 3.135 3.135 0.463 
Reason for 
termination 3 7.639 2.546 0.376 
Nature of 
counseling 2 10.583 5.291 0.781 
Number of 
contacts 2 8.394 4.197 0.620 
Error 184 1245.907 6.771 
Total 192 1270.218 
Table 25. Analysis of variance of the first CEI Client 
Satisfaction score for Group II on four variables 
Source df SS MS 
Counselor 
experience 1 82.938 82.938 
Reason for 
termination 3 107.746 35.915 
Nature of 
counseling 2 198.577 99.288 
Number of 
contacts 2 1139.440 569.720 
Error 184 4734.727 25.732 
Total 192 6965.927 
3.223 
1.396 
3.858* 
22.140** 
p < .05. 
p < .01. 
107 
Table 26. Analysis of variance of the second CEI Counseling 
Climate score for Group II on four variables 
Source df SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 1 21.060 12.060 0.721 
Reason for 
termination 3 59.461 19.820 0.679 
Nature of 
counseling 2 41.062 20.531 0.703 
Number of 
contacts 2 13.331 6.665 0.228 
Error 184 5372.009 29.196 
Total 192 5530.477 
Table 27. Analysis of variance of the 
Comfort score for Group II 
second CEI Counselor 
on four variables 
Source df SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 1 16.962 16.962 1.882 
Reason for 
termination 3 27.248 9.083 1.008 
Nature of 
counseling 2 46.157 23.079 2.561 
Number of 
contacts 2 19.148 9.574 1.062 
Error 184 1658.409 9.013 
Total 192 1749.782 
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Table 28. Analysis of variance of the second CEI Client 
Satisfaction score for Group II on four variables 
Source df SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 1 201.563 201.563 6.080* 
Reason for 
termination 3 92.398 30.799 0.929 
Nature of 
counseling 2 249.482 124.741 3.763* 
Number of 
contacts 2 441.644 220.822 6.661** 
Error 184 6099.472 33.149 
Total 192 7372.642 
p < .05. 
** 
p < .01. 
Table 29, Analysa s of variance of the 
score tor Group III on four 
CEI Counseling Climate 
variables 
Source df SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 1 5.524 5.524 0.280 
Reason for 
termination 3 1.718 0.573 0.029 
Nature of 
counseling 2 106.800 53.400 2.708 
Number of 
contacts 2 46.366 23.183 1.176 
Error 240 4732.886 19.720 
Total 248 4898.297 
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Table 30. Analysis of variance of the CEI Counselor Comfort 
score for Group III on four variables 
Source df SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 1 38.381 38.381 5.225* 
Reason for 
termination 3 8.925 2.975 0.405 
Nature of 
counseling 2 8.237 4.118 0.561 
Number of 
contacts 2 60.946 30.473 4.149* 
Error 240 1762.903 7.345 
Total 248 1892.056 
* 
p < .05. 
Table 31. Analysis of variance of the CEI Client Satisfaction 
score for Group III on four variables 
Source df SS MS F 
Counselor 
experience 1 239.150 239.150 6.827** 
Reason for 
termination 3 158.357 r'  ^ n m /" 3 6 . / O U  1.507 
Nature of 
counseling 2 26.071 13.035 0.372 
Number of 
contacts 2 738.873 369.436 10.546** 
Error 240 8407.709 35.032 
Total 248 10106.964 
* 
p < .05. 
** 
p < .01. 
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APPENDIX H: TABLES OF MEAN CEI SCORES 
Table 32. Mean CEI scale scores and total score for Group I 
Category n Counseling Counselor Client Total 
climate comfort satisfaction score 
Training of the counselor 
Ph.D. 
Intern 
Practicum 
Normal completion 
Failed to return 
Referred 
Other 
Voc.-Ed. 
Personal 
Other 
135 
31 
84 
39 .092 
40.516 
39.045 
21.519 
21.484 
20.898 
Reason for termination of counseling 
195 
20 
11 
24 
192 
32 
26 
39.631 
38.300 
39.182 
37.000 
21.262 
21.800 
22.727 
20.500 
Nature of counseling 
39 .240 
38.906 
39.769 
21.240 
21.594 
21.346 
22.183 
22.032 
21.773 
22.621 
18.950 
23.000 
19.250 
22.354 
19.812 
22.269 
82.840 
83.935 
81.716 
83.538 
78.900 
84.727 
76.875 
82.854 
80.312 
83.346 
One 
Two or three 
Four or more 
54 
169 
27 
Number of counseling contacts 
38.907 
39.160 
40.519 
20.870 
21.349 
21.815 
17.741 
23.077 
23.963 
77.481 
83.615 
86.296 
Table 33. Mean scale scores and total score for the first CEI for Group II 
Category n Counseling Counselor Client Total 
climate comfort satisfaction score 
Ph.D. 
Intern 
Practicum 
Normal completion 
Failed to return 
Referred 
Other 
Voc.-Ed. 
Personal 
Other 
One 
Two or three 
Four or more 
181 
0 
12 
Training of the counselor 
40.586 22.541 
39.083 22.083 
Reason for termination of counseling 
162 
8 
3 
20 
161 
15 
17 
44 
141 
8 
40.667 
38.000 
39.000 
40.300 
22.599 
22.125 
21.667 
22.100 
Nature of counseling 
40.503 
41.733 
39.295 
22.472 
2 2 . 6 0 0  
22.823 
Number of counseling contacts 
38.773 
41.057 
40.000 
22.182 
22.610 
22.625 
25.044 
22.667 
25.698 
20.250 
22.667 
2 0 . 6 0 0  
25.745 
20.800 
20.470 
19.340 
26.652 
24.500 
88.127 
83.833 
88.914 
80.375 
83.334 
83.000 
88.671 
85.134 
82.588 
80.295 
90.262 
87.125 
Table 34. Mean scale scores and total score for the second CEI for Group II 
Category n Counseling Counselor Client Total 
climate comfort satisfaction score 
Ph.D. 
Intern 
Practicum 
Normal completion 
Failed to return 
Referred 
Other 
Voc.-Ed. 
Personal 
Other 
One 
Two or three 
Four or more 
Training of the counselor 
38.685 21.525 
37.250 20.333 
Recison for termination of counseling 
181 
0 
12 
162 
8 
3 
20 
161 
15 
17 
44 
141 
8 
38.772 
38.500 
34.334 
37.850 
21.574 
20.875 
19.333 
21.000 
Nature of counseling 
38.540 
40.333 
37.588 
21.304 
22.333 
22.058 
Number of counseling contacts 
37.932 
38.759 
39.375 
21.022 
21.574 
21.625 
22.370 
18.833 
22.784 
19.500 
2 0 . 0 0 0  
18.400 
22.857 
18.467 
18.706 
18.682 
23.128 
24.000 
82.552 
76.417 
83.136 
78.625 
73.667 
77.050 
82.677 
81.000 
78.412 
77.568 
83.447 
85.000 
Table 35. Mean CEI scale scores and total score for Group III 
Category n 
Ph.D. 
Intern 
Practicum 
Normal completion 
Failed to return 
Referred to 
Other 
Voc.-Ed. 
Personal 
Other 
One 
Tivo or three 
Four or more 
Counseling 
climate 
Counselor 
comfort 
Client Total 
satisfaction score 
225 
0 
24 
Training of the counselor 
30.756 22.369 
39.959 21.083 
Reason for termination of counseling 
196 
10 
3 
40 
182 
25 
42 
63 
170 
16 
40.633 
40.800 
41.667 
40.800 
22.276 
22.300 
22.667 
22.050 
Nature of counseling 
40.714 
42.160 
39.643 
22.126 
23.160 
22.214 
Number of counseling contacts 
41.270 
40.400 
41.312 
22.540 
21.959 
24.125 
24.276 
21.542 
24.821 
23.100 
24.666 
20.225 
24.473 
24.560 
21.691 
20.158 
25.382 
24.625 
87.253 
82.583 
87.72 4 
86.2C0 
89.000 
82.325 
87.132 
89.880 
83.548 
83.493 
87.724 
90.063 
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APPENDIX I: CORRELATION MATRICES 
Table 36. Correlation matrix for the CEI scale and total 
scores and other variables for Group I 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. Coun. rating 1 1. 000 
2. Coun. rating 2 0. 852 1 .000 
3. Coun. rating 3 -0. 287 -0 .177 1. 000 
4. Coun. rating 4 0. 639 0 .648 0. 028 1. 000 
5. CEI coun. dim. 0. 226 0 .288 -0. 022 0. 210 1 .000 
6. CEI coun. comf. 0. 192 0 .172 0. 063 0. 200 0 .683 
7. CEI cl. satis. 0. 300 0 .286 -0. 019 0. 268 0 .521 
8. CEI total score 0. 296 0 .307 -0. 000 0. 275 0 .853 
9. CSSQ soc. life -0. 115 -0 .072 -0. 058 0. 049 0 .130 
10. CSSQ comp. -0. 127 -0 .065 0. 015 -0. 060 0 .057 
11. CSSQ recog. 0. 003 0 .002 -0. 024 0. 030 0 .282 
12. CSSQ work. cond. -0. 066 -0 .040 -0. 053 0. 006 0 .176 
13. CSSQ qual. ed. -0. 054 -0 .049 0. 008 -0. 020 0 .130 
14. CSSQ total score -0. 086 -0 .052 -0. 031 0. 010 0 .201 
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6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1. 000 
0. 473 1. 000 
0. 795 0. 854 1. 000 
0. 164 0. 096 0. 150 1. 000 
0. 035 -0. 001 0. 034 0. 381 
0. 269 0. 219 0. 300 0. 392 
0. 186 0. 143 0. 196 0. 582 
0. 113 0. 191 0. 185 0. 426 
0. 194 0. 170 0. 223 0. 750 
1.000 
0.494 1 .000 
0.419 0 .451 1. 000 
0.670 0 .585 0. 511 1.000 
0.755 0 .718 0. 757 0.828 
Table 37. Correlation matrix for both sets of CEI scale and 
total scores and other variables for Group II 
12 3 4 
1. Coun . rating 1 1. 000 
2. Coun . rating 2 0. 694 1. 000 
3. Coun . rating 3 -0. 246 -0. 137 1. 000 
4. Coun . rating 4 0. 602 0. 637 -0. 070 1. 000 
5. CEI coun. dim. 0. 067 0. 128 -0. 119 0. 100 
6. CEI coun. comf. 0. 122 0. 126 -0. 049 0. 200 
7. CEI cl. satis. 0. 245 0. 257 -0. 093 0. 217 
8. CEI total score 0. 191 0. 225 -0. 111 0. 207 
9. CEI coun. dim. 0. 108 0. 236 -0. 098 0. 161 
10. CEI coun. comf. 0. 050 0. 133 -0. 003 0. 068 
11. CEI d. satis. 0. 231 0. 297 -0. 057 0. 194 
12. CEI total score 0. 173 0. 282 -0. 073 0. 185 
13. esse ! soc. life 0. 027 0. 038 -0. 044 0. 038 
14. CSSQ comp. 0. 083 -0. 068 0. Oil -0. 066 
15. CSSQ recog. 0. 079 0. 046 -0. 065 -0. 032 
16. CSSQ work. cond. 0. 057 0. 044 0. 063 0. 030 
17. CSSQ quai. ed. 0. ,032 -0. ,036 -0. ,016 -0. ,059 
18. CSSQ total score 0. ,063 0. ,024 -0. ,022 -0. ,013 
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5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1.000 
0.589 1.000 
0.545 0.424 1.000 
0.848 0.714 0.875 1.000 
0.619 0.346 0.389 0.554 1.000 
0.405 0.326 0.231 0.372 0.582 1.000 
0.388 0.209 0.678 0.581 0.527 0.353 1.000 
0.562 0.320 0.586 0.631 0.865 0.683 0.847 1.000 
0.116 0.101 0.032 0.092 0.182 0.123 0.045 0.117 
0.013 -0.111 -0.021 -0.035 -0.019 0.020 0.037 0.012 
0.102 -0.018 0.071 0.078 0.179 0.155 0.155 0.188 
0.041 -0.049 -0.057 — 0.026 0.133 0.037 0.030 0.085 
0.003 -0.130 0.023 -0.019 0.015 -0.068 0.084 0.036 
0.083 -0.039 0.014 0.032 0.145 0.063 0.088 0.119 
120 
Table 37 (Continued) 
13 14 15 16 17 18 
1.000 
0.343 
0.425 
0.592 
0.421 
0.718 
1.000 
0.455 
0.481 
0.619 
0.735 
1.000 
0.434 
0.525 
0.724 
1.000 
0.542 
0.780 
1.000 
0.795 1.000 
Table 38. Correlation matrix for the CEI scale and total scores and other variables 
iior Group III 
1. Coun. rating 1 1. 000 
2. Coun. rating 2 0. 757 1.000 
3. Coun. rating 3 -0.211 -0.139 1.000 
4. Coun. rating 4 0.667 0.613 -0.047 1 . 000 
5. CEI coun. dim. 0.093 0.037 0.015 0 .170 1. 000 
6. CEI coun. comf. 0.045 -0.025 0.024 0 .136 0. 532 1. 000 
7, CEI cl . satis. 0.158 0.105 0.052 0 .170 0. 404 0. 326 1. 000 
8. CEI total score 0.145 0.075 0.041 0 .220 0. 727 0. 671 0. 861 
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APPENDIX J: TABLE OF T-TEST ANALYSES 
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Table 39. Mean analysis of the three CEI scale scores from 
two different evaluations for Group II 
Evaluation n X Difference t 
Counseling climate 
First 193 40.499 
Second 193 38.596 1.903 6. 061** 
Counselor comfort 
First 193 22.513 
Second 193 21.562 0.951 4. 403** 
Client satisfaction 
First 193 24.896 
Second 193 22.150 2.746 7. 779** 
p < .01 (two-tailed test). 
